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ABSTRACT
INTERVIEWING PRACTICES OF PRINCIPALS
AND THE ROLE THAT BIASES MAY
HAVE ON THE HIRING PROCESS
by Lisa Ann Redmon
December 2012
This causal-comparative study examined reported practices by principals when
hiring assistant principals. Two hypotheses were under investigation. The first
hypothesis was Principals will hire assistant principals with similar characteristics
rather than hire assistant principals with dissimilar characteristics, and the second
hypothesis was Principals who use structured interviews to hire assistant principals will
hire assistant principals with dissimilar characteristics more often than principals who
use unstructured interviews to hire their assistant principals. Over 100 principals and
their assistant principals from three school districts were invited to participate. Sixtythree principals and 67 assistant principals participated in the study. The responses from
48 matched pairs of principals and their assistant principals were used to investigate the
hypotheses. All participants were asked to complete two Big Five personality inventories.
Principals answered the questionnaires about themselves, and then they answered another
questionnaire about their assistant principals. Assistant principals answered questions
about themselves, and on the second questionnaire, they answered the questions based on
how they thought their principals perceived them. Similarity index scores were created
for the Big Five personality traits and demographic characteristics, and the responses to
the interview format used by principals provided data for the analyses. The independent
ii

variables were the type of interview (structured or unstructured) and whether the assistant
principal was hired by the principal. The dependent variables were the Big Five Inventory
similarity indexes and the demographic similarity indexes. No statistically significant
differences were found among the similarity indexes. In each comparison made between
the principal/assistant principal pairs, the average personality indexes were low,
indicating that the principal/assistant principal pairs were similar in personality; however,
the demographics similarity index was high, indicating pairs were not as similar in
demographics as they were in personality. No statistically significant differences in
principal/assistant principal similarity index scores and the demographic similarity index
scores of the comparisons between the types of interview used and if the principals hired
the assistant principals were found.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
The purpose of this study was to research the interviewing practices of principals
and the role that biases may have on their hiring practices. The growing consensus on the
attributes of effective school principals has shown that successful school leaders have
influenced student achievement, and school leadership has affected student learning,
second only to the influence of the classroom instruction (Davis, Darling-Hammond,
LaPointe, & Meyerson, 2005). School districts have been struggling to attract and retain
a sufficient supply of highly qualified candidates for leadership roles (Knapp, Copland, &
Talbert, 2003). According to Davis et al. (2005), many aspiring administrators were
passing the classes and completing the necessary coursework requirements to become
administrators; however, they were not given a comprehensive assessment that indicated
if they had the knowledge, skills, and dispositions needed to lead schools. Davis et al.
(2005) claimed that principals have become instructional leaders rather than managers,
and some administrators have had difficulty adapting to their new roles. According to
McEwan (2003), the 10 traits that made a principal effective were as follows: (a) a
communicator; (b) an educator; (c) a visionary; (d) a facilitator; (e) a change master; (f) a
culture builder; (g) an activator; (h) a producer; (i) a character builder; and (j) a
contributor.
Cotton (2003) claimed that a principal’s behavior has a significant impact on
student achievement and that setting high expectations for all students needs to be the
focal part of the principal’s vision. The focus needs to be on developing learning goals
for all learners and protecting instructional time. Building positive relationships with all
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stakeholders is critical to fostering a school culture that supports teaching and learning.
Cotton (2003) reported that it was imperative to give teachers feedback and support after
they completed teacher observations. This motivates teachers and makes them feel
supported according to Cotton (2003). Ongoing monitoring of student progress is
essential to making sound instructional decisions.
Rationale for the Study
Leadership is based on trust and the principle that there is no leader that can
encompass all of the necessary knowledge, skills, and talents that are needed to lead an
organization without the assistance of others (Marzano, Pickering, & Pollack, 2001;
Reeves, 2004; Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2005). Leadership needs to be distributed
(Elmore, 2000). Reeves (2004) argued that the challenge was not trying to find a leader
who was perfect, but instead, it was creating a culture where leaders were empowered to
hire administrative teams with members who complemented one another. Reeves
(2007a) also shared that it was important for principals to hire teachers and administrators
who promoted high standards when the expectation was to improve equity and raise
student achievement in schools. Waters and Marzano (2006) claimed that the results of a
study that was conducted by Mid-Continent Research for Education and Learning
(McREL) over a period of several years and that included a series of meta-analyses
indicated that district leadership had a significant impact on student achievement. There
was a correlation of .24. While the expectation of the school district was to hire
competent, instructional leaders for school administrative teams and to give all qualified
candidates an equal opportunity, often the actual hiring process was left to the individual
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principal of each school. Since principals had the autonomy to hire their administrative
teams, the hiring process varied from school to school within a district.
Professional Significance of the Problem
This purpose of this study was to investigate whether principals were more likely
to use structured interviews or unstructured interviews when they interviewed candidates
for their assistant principal positions. It also researched whether one gender was more
likely to use the structured interview than the other. Another area of the study
investigated whether principals were as likely to hire assistant principals who were
dissimilar as they were those who were similar. The study investigated whether the
similarity of principals and their assistant principals increased when unstructured
interviews had been used in the hiring process. Since some principals have hired
assistant principals based on interviews that have been unstructured, it has created an
opportunity for biases to interfere with important hiring decisions. It is critical that the
best candidates are hired for leadership positions since school leaders have a direct
impact on student achievement (Davis et al., 2005).
The results of this study are beneficial to districts since it provides information
about hiring practices and biases that may influence hiring decisions. The information
may assist districts in understanding how the structure of an interview directly impacts
hiring decisions. Characteristics of effective leaders and the benefits of diverse
administrative teams were identified in the study. The information gained from this study
may lead school districts to implement formal training programs that ensure a fair hiring
process is used in their districts. When the most qualified candidates are hired, it will
directly impact student achievement.
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Unstructured Interviews
It is difficult to compare candidates when the interviews have been unstructured
because different questions may have been asked to the different candidates who have
been interviewed. While the unstructured interviews allowed the interviewer to get to
know the candidates (Van der Zee, Bakkar, & Bakkar, 2002), the structured interviews
are superior because they have allowed the interviewer the opportunity to assess the
applicants’ knowledge, skills, and attitudes about the job (Stronge & Hindman, 2006). In
order to make the interview more reliable, the interviewer determined the job
responsibilities that were required to fulfill the job successfully (Stronge & Hindman,
2006). Questions were constructed in advance for the interviewer to determine if the
person was qualified. Creating a rubric to assist the interviewer in rating and assessing
each interviewee’s answers was also important (Castetter, 1996). When the same
questions were not asked in the interviews, candidates were not given an equal
opportunity to display their talents. They were not being evaluated under the same
scrutiny. Without being able to use a consistent group of questions, the unstructured
interview process was increasing the subjectivity of the interview process, and it allowed
principals the opportunity to hire subconsciously candidates who made the principals feel
the most comfortable rather than hiring candidates who were the most competent.
What Does the Law Say?
Based on Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964: Equal Employment
Opportunity, it is unlawful to discriminate because of race, color, religion, sex, or
national origin. Therefore, no employer may fail or refuse to hire or to discharge any
individual, or otherwise to discriminate against any individual with respect to his
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compensation, terms, conditions, or privileges of employment, because of such
individual's race, color, religion, sex, or national origin. Brown (2005) claimed that there
were a disproportionate number of African Americans in school administration. Most
African American students attended segregated public schools that had African American
administrators before the Brown v. Board of Education decision in 1954. After the
Brown decision, when the schools were desegregated, most of the African American
administrators were not allowed to keep their positions. Brown stated that that the
number of African American principals in North Carolina decreased from 670 in 1967 to
170 in 1970. In Alabama it went from 250 to 40, and in Louisiana it went from 512 in
1966 to 363 in 1971 (Valverde & Brown, 1988). The number did begin to increase, but it
reached a plateau in the 1980s, and the number is declining (Valverde, 2003). According
to Brown (2005), it is critical that leaders address the racial, cultural, and ethnic makeup
of the school community since schools have become more diverse. It is crucial that
educational leadership reflects the diversity in the schools as the number of African
American students in pre-kindergarten to 12th grade is rapidly increasing. African
Americans continue to be underrepresented in programs designed to prepare school
leaders and in appointments to administrative positions (Gates, Ringel, Santibanez, Ross,
& Chung, 2003; Tillman, 2004; Valverde, 2003). Brown stated that only 11% of school
administrators are African Americans. He stated there are three factors and they are that
there is a shortage of African American teachers who go through the channels to become
administrators, there is a shortage of mentors for African Americans teachers seeking
leadership positions, less African Americans are recruited for leadership programs, and
fewer African Americans are appointed to leadership positions (Foster, 2004).
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The School Administrators Association of New York State sponsored a survey
that was given to principals in 2005, and the results were compared to a similar survey
that was given in 2001 (Jackson, 2006). The results indicated that the percentage of
female principals in New York increased from 42% in 2001 to 47% in 2005. Since the
difference between the percentage of female principals who responded and the
percentage of males who responded decreased, the results indicated that gender balance
among principals was improving, but there was little change in the racial or ethnic
diversity according the principals who responded to the surveys. The 2005 survey
indicated that 94% of the respondents were Caucasian, the same percentage as in the
2001 survey. Jackson (2006) claimed that Caucasian candidates were offered positions in
all types of districts, in districts where the majority of the students were minorities and in
districts where the students were predominantly Caucasian; however, African American
candidates were rarely offered positions in districts that were predominantly Caucasian.
The results of this study showed that race had a statistically significant effect on whether
a candidate was hired to be a principal in New York. Caucasian candidates were given
more opportunities since they were able to move across racial lines, but it was the
opposite for African Americans who were in competition for less than 10% of the
principal positions in minority schools in the state of New York. Caucasians were given
fair opportunities to compete for all principal positions in New York.
Savini (2010) claimed that unconscious bias occurs when individuals’ stated
beliefs are not aligned with their behavior. Individuals claim to believe in equality and
that it is wrong to discriminate; however, they act in a discriminatory way by using other
factors unrelated to race, gender, or age to justify their actions. Savini (2010) claimed
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that it was essential for people to have formal training on this subject and that it was
critical that employers had conversations about unconscious bias in addition to the formal
training sessions. Both were needed to improve the problem. Additionally, Savini
(2010) claimed it was vital to have a system of accountability that included written
procedures and monitoring to make sure that the procedures were being followed.
When hiring candidates is based solely on interviews, the problem of hiring
candidates who are less competent exists. The academic level, experience, and training
of each candidate have to be carefully considered to determine who has the most to offer
that would complete the administrative team. A principal must be aware of the similarto-me effect, the psychological desire to surround themselves with people who are similar
because it makes them feel more comfortable and because it alleviates fear of
confrontation since they share similar views. The research information that will be
gained from this study will add to the existing body of knowledge concerning best hiring
practices of principals. Improving hiring practices of administrators will have a
significant and direct impact on improving student achievement.
Principals are frequently given the freedom and responsibility of developing and
implementing an equitable and fair hiring process that will allow them the opportunity to
identify and recruit the best candidates for their leadership teams based on the needs of
their schools. This may require discomfort when someone is needed with different
characteristics and personality traits from the principals who are interviewing them. It is
human nature for people to feel more comfortable when they are surrounded by people
who share similar characteristics and ideas that mirror themselves (Javitch, 2008). The
education, training, and experience of each individual applicant should be considered
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objectively to hire the most qualified candidates based on their competency as
instructional leaders. The purpose of this study was to determine if principals were as
likely to hire administrators who had dissimilar characteristics as they were to hire
administrators with similar characteristics to themselves. The study also investigated
whether the type of interview (structured or unstructured) had an impact on hiring biases
of principals.
Research Hypotheses
Principals have a professional responsibility to hire the most qualified applicant
for administrative positions in their schools. Employers have a legal obligation to
prevent biases from influencing their hiring decisions. Javitch (2008) stated that often
employers have hired people who are similar to themselves because it made them feel
more comfortable. It is natural for principals to feel more comfortable with people who
are similar to them because they will feel that they are less likely to be challenged;
however, principals must develop a hiring process that identifies the needs of the
administrative team. Specific skills need to be identified to know what to look for in the
applicants. This study examined the hiring practices of principals in order to determine if
principals were using a hiring process that was unbiased and fair.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
The following research question and hypotheses were used to guide the study.
RQ1: Is one gender more likely to use a structured interview than the other is?
H1: Principals will hire assistant principals with similar characteristics rather than
hire assistant principals with dissimilar characteristics.
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H2: Principals who use structured interviews to hire assistant principals will hire
assistant principals with dissimilar characteristics more often than principals who use
unstructured interviews to hire their assistant principals.
Delimitations of the Study
One of the delimitations for this study was the number of choices on the Likerttype scale. There were five choices on the Likert-type scale, and since some people often
tend to choose the middle choice, they may have done this while completing the
questionnaires. The five choices were used because the benefits of using the Big Five
Inventory in its original form outweighed the risks of using the Likert-type scale with the
five choices. Another delimitation of this study was that there is a possibility that a
principal may have hired a person who was the most qualified for the position and who
was coincidentally, similar to him or her. A third delimitation was that only three school
districts were asked to participate in the study. Approval from the University of Southern
Mississippi’s Institutional Review Board (Appendixes A and B), permission to use the
Big Five Inventory (Appendix C), and the three school districts’ Institutional Review
Board letters were obtained prior to the study (Appendixes D, E, and F) .
Definition of Key Terms
Cronyism - as favoritism shown by the superior to his or her subordinate based on
their relationship, rather than the latter’s capability or qualification, in exchange for the
latter’s personal loyalty (Khatri & Tsang, 2003).
Principal’s effectiveness - the degree that the principal has impacted student
learning directly or through mediating variables (Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982).
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School leaders - those persons, occupying various roles in the school, who work
with others to provide direction and exert influence on persons and things in order to
achieve the school goals (Leithwood & Riehl, 2003).
Similar-to-me effect - a type of rater effect in which an assessor or an evaluator
judges more favorably those people seen as similar to himself or herself (Wheeler,
Haertel, & Scriven, 1992).
Summary
In Chapter I the researcher presented an overview of the study. In Chapter II, a
review of the literature and the theoretical framework for the study will be presented. For
Chapter III the researcher will include the methodology and statistical analysis for the
study. Chapter IV will report the findings, and Chapter V will discuss the findings and
make recommendations for future studies.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
When hiring candidates is based solely on interviews, the problem of hiring
candidates who are less competent exists. Leadership is based on trust and the principle
that there is no leader that can encompass all of the necessary knowledge, skills, and
talents that are needed to lead an organization without the assistance of others (Marzano
et al., 2001; Reeves, 2004; Waters et al., 2005). Leadership needs to be distributed,
(Elmore, 2000). Reeves (2004) argued that the challenge was not trying to find a leader
who was perfect, but instead, it was creating a culture where leaders were empowered to
hire administrative teams with members who complemented one another. Reeves
(2007b) stated that it was important for principals to hire teachers and administrators who
promoted high standards when the expectation was to improve equity and raise student
achievement in schools.
School Leadership and Student Achievement
Principals have frequently been given the freedom and responsibility of
developing and implementing an equitable and fair hiring process that has allowed them
the opportunity to identify and recruit the best candidates for their leadership teams based
on the needs of their schools. Eck and Goodwin (2008) reported that Mid-Continent
Research for Education and Learning’s (McREL) research in district leadership addressed
concerns about how much autonomy principals should be given. The results of the metaanalysis of 27 studies of superintendent and district effectiveness indicated a statistically
significant relationship between effective district leadership and student achievement.
The results also indicated that the district’s description of clear and inviolable goals for
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student achievement and classroom instruction was necessary to ensure student
achievement when principals were given leadership autonomy in their buildings. The
results of the meta-analysis indicated that the building autonomy had a positive
correlation of .28 with average student achievement in the district indicating that an
increase in building autonomy was associated with an increase in student achievement.
Ironically, the results from the same study indicated that site-based management had a
negative correlation with student achievement (-.16), indicating that an increase in sitebased management (usually associated with a higher degree of autonomy) was associated
with a decrease in student achievement. According to Waters and Marzano (2006), the
findings indicated that the effective superintendents provided principals with “defined
autonomy” (p. 4). Eck and Goodwin (2008) stated, “They (superintendents) appear to set
clear, non-negotiable goals for learning and instruction, yet provide school leadership
teams with the responsibility and authority for determining how to meet those goals” (p.
1).
According to Waters, Marzano, and McNulty (2003), the results from McREL’s
meta-analysis that included a large sample of quantitative data that was gathered over a
30-year period indicated 21 leadership responsibilities that a significant impact on student
achievement. McREL’s Balanced Leadership Framework was based on the belief that
effective leadership required not just knowing what to do, but also how, when, and why it
needed to be done (Waters et al., 2003). Proficient leaders made the effort to protect the
culture, value, and norms that were worth keeping in a building, but they were also
willing to make changes when necessary. Competent leaders were knowledgeable about
how to align policies, practices, resources, and incentives with the priorities of the
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organization. Waters et al. (2003) reported that it was important to understand and value
the people in the organization. It was imperative for school leaders to know when, how,
and why it was important to create learning environments that supported people, gave
employees opportunities to network, and provided employees with the wisdom,
ingenuity, and resources needed to be successful. That was the heart of balanced
leadership (Waters et al., 2003).
The role of principal has changed over the past two decades. Morrison (2009)
reported that according to Williams’ study in 1985, there were four significant factors
that affected a principal’s effectiveness in public schools. The most significant was how
students and parents perceived a principal’s community involvement. The other factors
were conscientiousness and enthusiasm, administrator and disciplinarian, organizer and
planner. Morrison (2009) reported that the role of the school principal has changed to
address the challenges present in our society. School leaders have an impact on student
achievement, accountability, and a school’s culture for learning. Morrison (2009)
claimed that successful administrators possessed people skills and vision, understanding
and use of data, strong organizational skills, and an understanding of the importance of
community involvement, flexibility, and empathy. Since administrators have a direct
impact on student achievement, it is important for administrators to hire the candidates
who are the most qualified to fill the position. Morrison (2009) argued that since biases
do exist, principals have to make a conscious effort not to allow biases to interfere with
the interview process. Reeves (2007b) reported that there were three practices that were
used to understand candidates’ attitudes, beliefs and professional practices. He claimed
that the candidate needed to do classroom observations, and then the candidate needed to
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be asked what he or she noticed about the observation. Reeves (2007b) also suggested
giving the applicant an opportunity to analyze student achievement and demographic
data, and the last thing he suggested was giving the candidate student work to evaluate
and to compare to the standards.
There are several biases that can hinder the hiring process. Totten (2008) claimed
that cronyism was one of the many factors that contribute to hiring unqualified school
administrators. Totten (2008) reported that another problem was the similar-to-me effect.
Public school principals must not discriminate in order to avoid elimination of qualified
candidates from the selection process. The results of Totten’s study indicated that
principals were more likely to rate male applicants higher than female candidates and
candidates with 10 to 15 years of experience higher than applicants with five years of
experience. Sacco, Scheu, Ryan, and Schmitt (2003) reported that similarity played less
of a role when the interview was highly structured, when interviewers had a prescribed
set of questions with evaluating guidelines that specified effective and ineffective
responses, and when recruiters received training on making such distinctions. The
recruiters went through a formal training program and were instructed to take notes and
make judgments about candidates’ behaviors described in the interview. The process that
was used refocused the recruiters’ attention to deeper structural aspects of behavior and
away from the surface features and similarities, such as race and sex. Sacco et al. (2003)
concluded that the highly structured nature of the interviews created a deeper
understanding of interview responses and their relationships to the underlying skills and
abilities required for successful job performance and away from demographic similarity.
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Campion, Palmer, and Campion (2007) reported that the interview structure had
four dimensions. They were questioning consistency, evaluation standardization,
question sophistication, and rapport building. Huffcutt and Arthur (1994) described
interview structure as “the reduction in procedural variance across applicants, which can
translate into the degree of discretion that an interviewer is allowed in conducting an
interview” (p. 186). Increasing structure increased the validity of the hiring process
(McDaniel, Whetzel, Schmidt, & Maurer, 1994).
According to Brecher, Bragger, and Kutcher (2006), it is imperative that
employers avoid allowing any biases they may have towards individuals with disabilities
to influence their hiring decisions when they evaluate candidates for vacant positions.
This is crucial to remaining in compliance with the American with Disabilities Act
(ADA). The structured interview has greater validity than the unstructured interview in
the employment selection process (Campion, Campion, & Hudson, 1994). Use of the job
interview is intuitively attractive to employers because it allows the candidate and
employer to determine if the candidate is a good fit for the job, and it allows the employer
the opportunity to assess multiple dimensions such as facility and emergent personality
factors (Huffcutt, Conway, Roth, & Stone, 2001; Posthuma, Morgeson, & Campion,
2002). Marzano, Waters, & McNulty (2005) reported that principal leadership had an
effect on student achievement. The correlation between school leadership and student
achievement was .25.
McREL reviewed the results of almost every available study since the 1970s to
study the effects of leadership on student achievement (Waters et al., 2003). Information
gained from the meta-analysis was used to create the balanced framework for leadership.
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Five thousand studies were reviewed, and seventy met the specific requirements for
design, controls, data analysis, and rigor. The accepted studies used quantitative student
achievement data, and the students were measured on standardized, norm-referenced
tests, or other types of objective measures of achievement. Student achievement was the
dependent variable, and the teachers’ perception of leadership was the independent
variable. The 70 studies used included 2,894 schools, approximately 1.1 million
students, and 14,000 teachers. Waters et al. (2003) claimed that McREL’s research team
also applied insights from their own professional experience and review of leadership
literature that included institutional theory, systems theory, organizational learning
theory, transition theory, change theory, and diffusion theory.
Waters et al. (2003) reported that the 21 specific leadership responsibilities that
had a significant impact on student achievement were “the extent to which the principal
(a) fostered shared beliefs and a sense of community and cooperation; (b) established a
set of standard operating procedures and routines; (c) protected teachers from issues and
influences that detracted from their teaching time and focus; (d) provided teachers with
materials and professional development necessary for the successful execution of their
jobs; (e) was directly involved in the design and implementation of curriculum,
instruction, and assessment practices; (f) established clear goals and kept those goals in
the forefront of the school’s attention; (g) was knowledgeable about current curriculum,
instruction, and assessment practices; (h) had quality contact and interactions with
teachers and students; (i) recognized and rewarded individual accomplishments; (j)
established strong lines of communication with teachers and among students; (k) was an
advocate and spokesperson for the school to all stakeholders; (l) involved teachers in the
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design and implementation of important decisions and policies; (m) recognized and
celebrated school accomplishments and acknowledged failures; (n) demonstrated an
awareness of the personal aspects of teachers and staff; (o) was willing to actively
challenge the status quo; (p) inspired and lead new and challenging innovations; (q)
communicated and operated from strong ideas and beliefs about schooling; (r) adapted
leadership behaviors to the needs of the current situation and (s) was comfortable with
dissent; (t) was aware of the details and undercurrents in the running of the school and
used the information to address current and potential problems, and (t) ensured that
faculty and staff were aware of the most current theories and practices and made the
discussion of these a regular aspect of the school culture” (p. 4).
The findings also suggested that leaders could also have a negative effect on
student achievement. Two primary variables differentiated whether the effect of
leadership was positive or negative. The first was the focus of change. Leaders had to
focus properly on improving the classroom practices that were most likely going to have
a positive effect on student achievement in their schools. The second variable was
whether the leaders comprehended the importance of the changes that they were making
and if they tailored their leadership practices properly (Waters et al., 2003).
A principal’s leadership had a major impact on school improvement (Borba,
2009). It is critical that the principal has experience as a successful teacher in order to
have credibility as an evaluator of teachers. A principal needs to be able to recognize
what good teaching practices look like, and this requires knowledge about the
instructional process and best practices. Darling-Hammond (1997) claimed that helping
teachers be successful in the classroom is essential to improving classroom instruction,
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and principals need to be able to go into classrooms and to provide model lessons when
teachers needed them (Borba, 2009). Fullan (2000) also claimed that extended
knowledge is vital for instructional leadership. Borba (2009) reported that school leaders
required several skills that included knowledge about teaching, instructional leadership,
organizational management. Borba (2009) also claimed that the change process was
central to successful principalship and that the best preparation to becoming an
administrator was by doing an outstanding job teaching.
Morrison (2009) reported that school leaders impacted student achievement,
accountability, and a culture for learning. Morrison (2009) claimed that successful
administrators possessed people skills and vision, understanding and use of data, strong
organizational skills, and an understanding of the importance of community involvement,
flexibility, and empathy. Since the administrators had a direct impact on student
achievement, it was important for administrators to hire the candidates who were the
most qualified to fill the position. Unfortunately, biases do exist, and principals have to
make a conscious effort not to allow biases to interfere with the interview process
(Morrison, 2009).
The Hiring Process of School Administrators
Reeves (2007a) reported that there were two variables that had a significant
impact on student achievement, the quality of teachers’ instruction (Darling-Hammond &
Sykes, 1999; Education Trust, 1998) and the quality of school principals’ leadership
(Davis et al., 2005; Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004). Buckingham and
Coffman (1999) reported that many candidates were able to turn a question that was
asked about weaknesses into an opportunity to show off strengths. For example, a
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candidate claimed to be a perfectionist or to work too hard. Reeves (2007a) stated that
there were three effective practices that could help the selection process evolve into “a
thoughtful analysis of the candidates’ attitudes, beliefs, and professional practices”
(p. 83). According to Reeves (2007a), Seattle Public Schools Chief Academic Officer
Carla Santorno used an excellent example of performance assessment for candidates
when she asked a group of potential principals to complete several different classroom
observations, and then she asked them to report what they saw. When interviewees were
required to complete direct observations and to report their findings, Reeves (2007a)
reported that it allowed the evaluator to determine the competency of potential candidates
at multiple levels. Evaluators were able to analyze everything from the principals’
comfort level around students to the principals’ evaluations of the instruction and
classroom environments of the teachers they observed. When the interviewer asked
open-ended questions about what had been observed it allowed the potential candidates
the opportunity to show what they knew about instruction and student learning. The
interviewer could determine if the candidates were on target or not.
According to Reeves (2007b), another important qualification that administrators
need to have is the ability to analyze student data and to understand how it can be used to
drive instruction in the classrooms. Reeves (2007b) reported that a Midwestern
superintendent required potential teacher and principal candidates to arrive to interviews
an hour early to analyze data on student achievement and demographic characteristics
before the interviews were supposed to start. He asked for their analysis at the beginning
of their interviews. Reeves (2007b) suggested that it was more important for hiring
superintendents to look for potential candidates to focus on the actions of the school
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(teaching and leadership), rather than demographic characteristics of the students when
looking for potential school leaders.
Reeves (2007b) stated that it was important to give every potential candidate for a
teacher or principal position an opportunity to look at anonymous student work samples
and to evaluate them. He suggested that this was a good way to determine if the
candidates were going to have high expectations for all students regardless of their ethnic
or social backgrounds. Reeves (2007b) claimed that the interviewer would need to give
the candidate samples of student work from the same anonymous student. The samples
needed to be marked with fictitious names, and the names needed to reflect different
ethnicities and cultures. Then the potential candidate needed to be asked to grade the
work and to provide commentary. This would allow the interviewer to determine if the
candidate’s expectations were the same for all students regardless of the assumed
demographics of the students. Reeves’ last recommendation was to allow the candidate
to evaluate student work and compare what was being done in the classroom to the
standards.
Slosson (1999) stated that hiring was the most important thing that administrators
did. After a principal retired, the employees would be the legacy that the principal left
behind to the students who would arrive long after the principal was gone. Slosson
(1999) claimed that it is a mistake for principals to get in a hurry to hire job candidates
because it can be very difficult to get rid of them when they hire the wrong people.
Slosson (1999) identified five priorities to consider when trying to hire someone who
would contribute to the collective effort of increasing student achievement. They were to
hire happy people, to hire adults who genuinely like kids, to hire team players, to hire
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good instructors who like to teach, and to hire people with strong content knowledge.
While it may be easy to determine the type of character someone has when one knows the
person well, it is not as easy when one is interviewing people he or she does not know. A
principal must be crafty when trying to find out the character of candidates during a job
interview. Slosson (1999) claimed that it is important to hire a diverse administrative
team. Members on the interviewing team need to be able easily to identify the type of
character of each candidate. Slosson stressed that it is important to ask questions that
would place the candidate in situations and to ask the candidates how they would handle
the problems. This allows the interviewer to get to know the character and values of the
candidate.
According to Terronez and Shay (2007), there are three primary components to
the hiring process. They are resumes, interviews, and references. When hiring
candidates for positions had focused only on these three components, it sometimes
resulted in unfavorable outcomes. When the hire was a mismatch, it usually took years
before the hiring error was realized by the employer. Training employees is very
expensive. Terronez and Shay (2007) stated that the average cost to hire and train
someone was two and a half times the combined annual salary and benefits for the
position. Companies are now recognizing the benefits of choosing potential employees
more carefully to ensure that employees who are hired are more likely to stay past the
average three to five years.
Banham (2005) stated seven primary factors that have driven good employees
away. They were that the job or workplace was not as expected. There was mismatch
between the job and the person. Employees were given little coaching and feedback and
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very few opportunities for growth and advancement. They felt undervalued and
unrecognized, and they were stressed from overwork and the work and life imbalance.
The last was that there was a loss of trust and confidence in senior leaders. Most of these
areas were the result of a lack of support, recognition, and leadership by employers.
Banham (2005) reported that this meant that the traditional hiring process lacked a way to
determine whether the person who seemed to be the right fit for the job also had the right
personality to stay with the employer. The employer needed to look at the attitudes,
values, beliefs, norms, and customs of the organization to make sure that the potential
candidate about to be hired was the right choice. Terronez and Shay (2007) claimed that
the research had proven that organizations that hired for culture fit had fewer problems
with the performance of new employees. Their employees were more likely to stay
longer, and they were more satisfied and committed to the organization. It was clear that
the traditional role of hiring candidates for job fit alone was inferior to matching the right
person for the specific job and the right personality for the organization.
There were several biases that could hinder the hiring process. One common
factor was cronyism. Cronyism was one of the many factors that contributed to the hiring
of unqualified school administrators (Sacco et al., 2003). Another was the similar-to-me
effect. Sacco et al. (2003) reported that similarity played less of a role when the
interview was highly structured, when interviewers had a predetermined specific set of
questions, and a defined set of evaluating guidelines that could be used to specify if the
interviewee’s responses were effective or ineffective responses. It was crucial that
recruiters received adequate training in order to make such distinctions. According to
Saco et al. (2003), the study involved a process where recruiters went through a formal
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training program, and then they were instructed to take notes and make judgments about
candidates’ behaviors that were described in the interview. The process enabled the
recruiters to have a deeper understanding of the candidates’ knowledge and various
aspects of behavior rather than focusing on surface features and similarities, such as sex
and race. Sacco et al. (2003) concluded that the highly structured nature of the interviews
may have created a deeper understanding of interview responses and their relationships to
the underlying skills and abilities required for successful job performance and away from
demographic similarity.
Javitch (2008) reported that when someone hired a clone, an opportunity was
missed to hire someone with the ingenuity needed to increase knowledge, skills, and
productivity that were necessary to accomplish a company’s goals. Javitch (2008) also
claimed that when employers limited the scope of their search for recruits to only
candidates with similar characteristics of the current staff, it resulted in limiting
innovation and growth in the company. Javitch (2008) stated, “When you adhere strictly
to a narrow hiring profile, too much likeness can lead to corporate in breeding. The
inevitable result is that the new hires “look like, think like, and act like you, the boss” (p.
1). Employers valued risk taking, innovation, and creativity, and this expanded the group
of candidates approved for consideration. Javitch (2008) reported that in the hiring
process diversity in skills, attitudes, interests, backgrounds, and experiences needed to be
as carefully considered as other types of diversity that included gender, race, and sexual
orientation. Unique approaches by different people were healthy for the workplace. It
opened the lines of communication that included challenging one another more
frequently and effectively. Javitch (2008) stated, “Differences can cause people to think,
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act, and feel in new and different ways. Innovation, productivity, morale, and satisfaction
can increase when diversity exists in a collaborative atmosphere” (p. 2). Diverse
opinions can raise new ideas to help all work towards accomplishing shared goals.
According to Brecher et al. (2006), it is imperative that employers avoided
allowing any biases they may have towards individuals with disabilities to influence their
hiring decisions when evaluating candidates for vacant positions. This was crucial to
remaining in compliance with the American with Disabilities Act (ADA). The structured
interview had greater validity than the unstructured interview in the employment
selection process (Campion et al., 1994). Use of the job interview has been intuitively
attractive to employers because it has allowed the candidate and employer to determine if
the candidate was a good fit for the job, and it allowed the employer the opportunity to
assess multiple dimensions such as facility and emergent personality factors (Huffcutt et
al., 2001; Posthuma et al., 2002).
The Advantages of Structured Interviews
Unfortunately, many principals have hired candidates based on interviews that
were unstructured, and this has created an undesirable room for biases to interfere with
important hiring decisions. It has been difficult to compare candidates when the
interviews were not structured because different questions may have been asked to the
different candidates being interviewed. While unstructured interviews have allowed the
interviewer to get to know the candidates (Van der Zee et al., 2002), structured interviews
allow the interviewer the opportunity to assess the applicants’ knowledge, skills, and
attitudes about the job (Stronge & Hindman, 2006). In order for the interview to be
reliable, the interviewer has to determine the job responsibilities that are required to
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fulfill the job successfully (Stronge & Hindman, 2006). Questions need to be constructed
for the interviewer to find out if the person is qualified, and a tool must be constructed for
assessing each interviewee’s answers (Castetter, 1996). When the same questions are not
being asked in the interviews, candidates are not being given an equal opportunity to
showcase their talents. They are also not being evaluated under the same scrutiny.
Without being able to use a consistent group of questions, the unstructured interview
process is increasing the subjectivity of the interview process and allowing principals the
opportunity subconsciously to hire candidates who make principals feel the most
comfortable rather than hiring candidates who are the most competent.
When employment interviews were structured, the interviewers were able to
obtain high levels of predictive validity (Huffcutt & Arthur, 1994; McDaniel et al., 1994;
Wiesner & Cronshaw, 1988); however, educators, practitioners, and the general public
continued to believe that group-level characteristics including race and gender could have
a major impact on hiring decisions, such as job interview scores (Landy, 2008).
According to the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (2009), discrimination
claims with respect to race and gender have reached an all-time high. An interviewer’s
performance and the evaluation of the performance may have been influenced by the
interviewee’s demographics (a main effect) or by the interviewer’s demographics (a
demographic similarity effect). Relevant theories suggested that people evaluated others
who have similar group-level characteristics to themselves more favorably (Tsui, Egan,
& O’Reilly, 1992). The demographic similarity effect caused interviewees from
dissimilar groups to be treated differently and less favorably, and they have caused
several negative effects including litigation (Offerman & Gowing, 1993; Williamson,
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Campion, Malos, Roehling, & Campion, 1997). They have also attributed to other
harmful effects that include reduced test-taking motivation and lower job acceptance
rates (Ryan, 2001; Saks & McCarthy, 1996). The demographic similarity effects also
reduced the predictive validity of the interview process by influencing the interview
scores. As a result, it did not take into consideration the candidate’s knowledge, skills,
and abilities, and other characteristics (McFarland, Ryan, Sacco, & Kriska, 2004).
Many studies were conducted to examine the main effects of applicant
demographic characteristics on the ratings they receive in interviews. Meta-analyses
have evaluated relatively small main effects in regards to respect to applicant’s race
(Huffcutt & Roth, 1998) and gender (Olian, Schwab, & Haberfield, 1988), especially
when the structured interview formats were used (Huffcutt & Roth, 1998). These studies
did not consider the fact that an applicant interacted with multiple interviewers.
Therefore, it was possible that the demographic similarity effect between the applicant
and the interviewer could have impacted subsequent interview scores. Researchers have
shifted away from studying simple main effects to more sophisticated, demographic
similarity models (Buckley, Jackson, Bolino, Veres, & Field, 2007; Goldberg, 2005;
Sacco et al., 2003).
McCarthy, Van Iddekinge, and Campion (2010) reported that the findings from
other studies may be inconsistent due to the wide range of interview procedures, which
vary in the degree of standardization in terms of interview development, administration,
and/or scoring. Many of the studies involved small samples of participants completing
simulated interviews. The purpose of the study was to address the critical gaps found in
previous research. McCarthy et al. (2010) used information gathered from other studies
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(Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; Kunda & Spencer, 2003; Kunda & Thagard, 1996) to propose
that properly conducted interviews, which follow the key components of interview
structure (Campion, Palmer, & Campion, 2007), would be resistant to the influence of the
applicant’s gender and race. The data was collected from almost 20,000 job applicants
who underwent highly structured interviews.
There was considerable evidence that demographic similarity influenced work
outcomes (Riordan, 2000). For example, demographic similarity was found to lead to
superior employee relations and communication patterns compared to when there was no
similarity. Demographic similarity also improves higher job satisfaction (Ensher &
Murphy, 1997; Green, Anderson, & Shivers, 1996; Tsui & O’Reilly, 1989; Wesolowski
& Mossholder, 1997). Findings were somewhat less consistent in evaluation contexts.
For example, demographic similarity had been found to have no effect on performance
ratings (Rotundo & Sackett, 1999; Waldman & Avolio, 1991), small effects on
performance ratings (Pulakos, White, Oppler & Bowman, 1989), and moderate effects on
performance ratings (McKay & McDaniel, 2006; Roth, Huffcutt, & Bobko, 2003). The
demographic similarity effect was concerned with variables, such as gender and race, to
determine how similar they were to others (Tsui et al. 1992; Tsui & OReilly, 1989).
Two interrelated theoretical perspectives formed the basis of demographic
similarity theory: the similarity-attraction paradigm (Byme, 1961) and social identity
theory (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). The similarity-attraction
paradigm claims that individuals regard others more positively when they are viewed as
more similar to themselves because it is assumed the individuals with similar
demographics would also have similar underlying attributes (Milliken & Martins 1996).
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The social identity paradigm (Ashforth & Mael, 1989) suggests that one’s self-concepts
originate from the groups, or social categories, to which he or she belongs (demographic
groups, occupational groups, sports groups). People determine their social identities by
classifying themselves into various groups, and they tend to identify with the groups that
enable them to maintain positive self-identities. Inclusion of oneself in a particular
category leads to more positive evaluations of in-group than of out-group members.
Ashford & Mael (1989) reported, “These theories are based on the idea that birds of a
feather flock together and predict that people will evaluate group members with similar
demographic backgrounds (i.e., gender, race) more favorably” (p. 21). Because these
theories predicted that demographic similarity between applicants and interviewers would
lead to higher levels of interpersonal attraction and in turn more favorable outcomes for
similar applicants, there was concern that it may affect the interview process (Ashford &
Mael, 1989).
McCarthy et al. (2010) agreed that demographic characteristics have had a
substantial impact on interview scores. It was important that organizations adopted a
practice of conducting structured interview that have the necessary components to
minimize concerns of applicant discrimination on the basis of gender and race. The use
of the highly structured interview has fostered the development of a diverse workforce,
and it has assisted the employers in reducing litigation that could be the result of hiring
biases. McCarthy et al. reported that the racial composition of the panel did not affect
interview scores. Although the use of a diverse panel of raters assisted the employer in
attracting diverse candidates (Avery & McKay, 2006), panel diversity (or lack thereof)
was not associated with subsequent scores. The results from the study also provided
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unique assessment information, and evidence that indicated that the structured interviews
were equally resistant to demographic similarity effects. The use of these highly
structured interview formats, independently or in combination, minimized the potential
for demographic similarity effects to occur.
According to Brecher, Bragger, and Kutcher (2006), research indicated that the
traditional job interview was a poor indication of a candidate’s potential. A higher
degree of structure in the interview process reduced the discrimination. Brecher et al.
(2006) conducted the study to test whether the structured interview served to reduce
biases involved in interviewing applicants who had a physical disability. In the nonstructured interview, results showed that there was a leniency bias, where raters evaluated
disabled candidates more positively than equally qualified non-disabled candidates.
Structured interviews reduced the effect. These findings added to the support for the
structured interview as a way of increasing fairness to employee selection. Previous
studies have found a leniency bias in favor of job applicants with disabilities. In a study
by Drehmer and Bordieri (1985), supervisors and midlevel managers reviewed resumes
and rated an applicant described as having a physical handicap as more favorable than a
comparable applicant without a disability has. Studies using videotapes of mock
employment interviews also found more positive ratings for applicants with a physical
disability than for equally-qualified applicants without a physical disability (Cesare,
Tannenbaum, & Dalessio, 1990; Christman & Branson, 1990; Christman & Slaten, 1991;
Nordstrom, Huffaker, & Williams, 1998).
Brecher et al. (2006) reported that the results of a conducted study indicated that
participants who rated the job applicant with a disability gave more favorable ratings than
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participants who rated the job applicant without a disability. The findings indicated that
there was a significant difference in the hirability ratings for the structured and
unstructured interview conditions. Participant mean ratings in the structured interview
conditions were significantly less than ratings in the unstructured interview conditions.
These results suggested that when the interviewer was free to exercise more discretion in
his or her decision, he or she would be more likely to engage in the aforementioned
leniency bias. The results indicated that the structure of an interview had a statistically
significant effect on whether an interviewer was biased and showed more leniency
toward candidates with disabilities. These findings, when considered with those of other
studies (e.g. Bragger, Kutcher, Morgan, & Firth, 2002; Kutcher & Bragger, 2004),
indicated that when an organization used an interview process that was highly structured,
it improved the accuracy of hiring the most qualified candidate, and it also provided
potential candidates with an equitable opportunity for employment that minimized
common biases and stereotypes from hindering the hiring process. It was important to
hire qualified applicants even if they had a disability, but it would not be beneficial to the
candidate nor the employer to place people in positions that they were unable to fulfill. A
leniency bias was just as dangerous as a discrimination bias. For example, one scenario
may be where a job applicant with a disability was rated higher that actual due to a
lenient bias related to the disability. If the employee were unable to fulfill the
expectations of his job and to complete the job responsibilities, it may be suggested that
the employee’s failure to meet the expectation was because of his disability; however, if
the applicant’s lack of success was due to not having the necessary qualifications for the
specific position, then the disability of the candidate wound be considered irrelevant. In
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the current study, the fact that the structured interview brings the ratings of the applicants
closer to what they would be if they did not have disabilities indicated that the structure
or lack of structure in an interview has a statistically significant effect on the validity and
reliability of the hiring process.
McCarthy et al. (2010) conducted a study to examine if a highly structured
interview is more resistant to demographic similarity effects than an unstructured
interview. According to McCarthy et al. (2010), the sample included 20,000 applicants
for a managerial-level position in a large organization. When the interviews were
structured, main effects of gender and race of the applicants were not associated with the
ratings of applicant performance by the interviewer, nor was applicant-interviewer
similarity with regard to gender and race. According to Bittner (2001), the hiring process
has been a process of questions and answers where a representative from the organization
has asked questions to be answered by the potential candidate. It was obvious that the
potential candidate was going to be very careful to only showcase his best qualities, and
he worked hard not to reveal his weaknesses. Often employers were guilty of being less
than forthcoming as well. The interviewer focused on the positive aspects of the
organization and neglected to point to the organization’s problem since the goal of the
interviewer was to make the potential job candidate want to join the team. Often resumes
are checked, and if incorrect information has been reported by the employee, then the
employer could sever the relationship with the employee based on the false information
that had been provided. The organization was also liable for providing honest
information at the time of the interview. If the interview was not done in an ethical
manner, then the company or organization may have been faced with a nasty lawsuit.
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Clement (2009) reported that there were many high risks involved when hiring a
school administrator since administrators were responsible for student achievement,
making sure all students were safe, and for representing the school to the community.
When the wrong person is hired as an administrator, the staff’s morale and the school’s
reputation are at stake. Clement (2009) stated that when she advocated for the use of
behavior-based interviews for teachers, administrators often wanted to know what types
of questions needed to be asked when interviewing to hire an administrator. The first
step in preparing the set of questions for the behavior-based interviewing was to identify
the specific needs that will be required to do the job. An administrator needed to know
about the students and how they developed and learned. As the instructional leader,
administrators needed to know the state and national standards to ensure that the
curriculum was being taught correctly by teachers. School administrators needed to
monitor teachers to make sure that their students were being assessed appropriately.
According to Clement (2009), principals needed to know what effective teaching looked
like in order to hire and supervise successful teachers. Clement (2009) claimed that
behavior-based interview questions did not ask questions like “Tell me about yourself”
(p. 2). Clement (2009) stated that questions would begin with phrases such as “Tell me
about a time when…,” or “Describe a time when…” (p. 2). According to Clement
(2009), interviewers have asked, “Tell us about your background in meeting the state
standards with regard to curriculum” to check candidates’ knowledge of curriculum
standards (p. 2). Clement (2009) claimed that it was important to look at the candidate’s
leadership outside the school as well as the leadership in the school setting. The
interviewer was looking for answers to the interview questions that indicated experience
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and skills required for the position. Clement (2009) reported, “Interviewers need to ask
questions that require the potential candidate to reply with answers that indicate examples
of specific and relevant past experience” (p. 2).
Clement (2009) claimed that wise administrators never asked interview questions
that could not be evaluated. It was also important that evaluators asked all candidates the
same questions in order to evaluate candidates in fair manner. Clement (2009) argued
that a simple three-category evaluation tool worked well and that questions may be
evaluated as unacceptable, acceptable, and target. If the candidate’s answer indicated no
experience with the topic, then it would be unacceptable. If the candidate had some
experience with the topic and explained what he or she did, then it would be counted as
acceptable. If the candidate gave an answer that was exactly what the interviewer was
looking for, then the answer was counted as a target answer. When candidates have
received training on how to interview, they have been given instruction on how to pattern
their answers in a way that represents a problem, action, and result or a situation, task,
action, and result. When the candidates use these types of answering techniques, it
assists the interviewer in assessing the responses of the candidate.
Tallerico and Tingley (2001) claimed that there was a serious gender imbalance in
K-12 school leadership. The number of women in leadership roles was
disproportionately low because the majority of graduate students who were earning
degrees in school administration were women. Tallerico and Tingley (2001) claimed that
women educators can be a key to resolving the declining supply of administrative
candidates if certain policies and practices were improved. Tallerico and Tingley (2001)
made five recommendations. The first recommendation was to examine the
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discriminatory consequences of recent state policy directions for administrative
certification. Some states have been developing policies to promote fast track routes to
administrative certification, and they have been waiving existing policies to require
teaching experience. While many states have made it easier for potential candidates
without teaching experience to obtain leadership roles, it has become harder for
experienced teachers to get administrative certification due to the implementation of
increasingly rigorous standards in the graduate programs. Many males have benefited
from the new policy that allows people who have previously been in business, military,
and government leaders’ positions to bypass teaching requirements to interview for
administrative roles. The majority of the students in the graduate leadership programs
have continued to be females, and the requirements have increased for this avenue of
certification. Policies that favor one sex over another whether intentional or not are
discriminatory (Tallerico & Tingley, 2001).
Totten (2008) conducted a study that consisted of a nationwide random sample of
public school principals who were given a survey that asked questions about the hiring
process that they used to hire assistant principals. Applicant gender (female, male), years
of teaching experience (five years, 10 years, 15 years), and organization level of the
position sought (elementary, middle, high) were the independent variables. The principal
rating of the applicant’s resume was the dependent variable. The rating consisted of a
five-point Likert-type scale with four items. The four items were:
1. How well do the years of experience qualify the applicant for the position
sought?
2. What is your overall rating of the applicant for the position sought?
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3. How likely would you be to interview this application for the position sought?
4. How likely would you be to hire this applicant for the position sought?
The results indicated that there was a significant effect for gender of the applicant
and the category of years of teaching experience. Female applicants were rated lower
than male applicants were. Applicants with 10 or 15 years were rated higher than
applicants with five years of experience. Totten (2008) reported that the results indicated
that principals were more likely to rate male applicants higher than female candidates
were, and candidates with 10 to 15 years of experience higher than applicants were with
five years of experience.
Alder and Gilbert (2006) reported that in large companies with human resources
departments, hiring procedures were very consistent and vary little from one interview to
another. The selection tools were used consistently with all of the job candidates to be
interviewed. However, small organizations gave interviewers more latitude in the hiring
decisions that they made allowing considerable variability in the treatment and the
evaluation of the candidates. The types of interviewing techniques that were used may
have impacted the hiring decisions of employers. According to Alder and Gilbert (2006),
when unstructured interviews were used, the judgments that the interviewer used may
have been based on many factors including the applicants’ background, interests and
demographic characteristics although structured interviews reduced the susceptibility
because they were pre-planned, performance-based questions that were asked to all of the
candidates being interviewed.
Alder and Gilbert (2006) suggested using a variety of selection tools. According
to Goffin, Rothstein, and Johnston (1996), when a combination of tools was used it led to
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a more comprehensive assessment of an individual. While it may be more expensive to
use a variety of tools, the careful valid testing offered more legal protection and helped
companies avoid hiring unqualified candidates. Alder and Gilbert (2006) claimed that it
was very important to maintain a file with applications, tests, test scores, letters of
recommendation, managers’ notes from interviews, and any notes taken during reference
checks since it may avoid problems in case of litigation. The final recommendation of
Alder and Gilbert was to remember that legal compliance was just a start. It is important
that companies remember that simply because a practice is legal does not mean that using
the practice is the right thing to do. Employers have been forced to abide by laws, but
they can choose when it comes to using practices that are unfair but not forbidden by law.
Alder and Gilbert (2006) claimed that this is where ethics determine the course of action.
According to Berlin (1998), ethics deals with social or interpersonal values and
the rules of conduct that follow from them. It addresses issues regarding what is good for
people, and how we should treat one another. Ethics is dealing with what is right or
wrong. Alder and Gilbert (2006) claimed that if ethics was concerned with interpersonal
values and the rules of behavior that follow them, then we must turn to these values to
justify the rules of behavior. Then one may determine whether a specific action or
decision is consistent with those rules of behavior. If an action is ethical, it will comply
with those behavioral rules. When trying to determine if an action or decision is ethical,
a few of the value rules can be used to judge the action. Some of the rules are do unto
others as you would have them do unto you, do not hurt people, be fair, create the
greatest happiness for the greatest number of people, do your duty, maximize your
profits, and follow the rules.
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Alder and Gilbert (2006) reported that an ethical manager would think about the
people who would be affected by a decision or action and how those people would
benefit or suffer. The manager has a responsibility to consider what would produce the
greatest for the organization and its stakeholders. The manager must also determine what
decision would result in the greatest good for society. If a position is filled by a person
who can successfully complete the responsibilities of the job, then the greatest good for
the greatest number of people would usually be accomplished (Alder & Gilbert, 2006).
This would prohibit employers from hiring candidates based on cronyism. If hiring
someone brings an employer more happiness, but it is not based on the best-qualified
candidate available for the job, the decision to hire the candidate that is not the most
qualified would be considered unethical (Alder & Gilbert, 2006).
According to Brady (1985) and Mill and Bentham (1987), utilitarianism is the
ethical view that is based on the belief that it is most important to base decisions on what
is the greatest good or the greatest happiness for the greatest number of people. In order
to be ethical one must put aside what he wants to do and must do what is best for the
greater good of most people. According to Alder and Gilbert (2006), there are times that
a decision may be based on more than hiring the best candidate. If the hiring practices of
an organization, including the minimum qualifications and recruitment procedures are
resulting in hiring decisions that favor or hinder certain demographic groups, then the
requirements need to be reviewed or changed. If an organization serves a diverse group
of people, but the recruitment and hiring process results in a group of employees that is
not diverse, then changes need to be made in the hiring process.
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Alder and Gilbert (2006) reported that more than 490 of the 500 largest
companies in the United States have male Chief Executive Officers (CEOs), and it was
statistically very unlikely that this was random. It was more likely that there was some
type of gender discrimination in the hiring of CEOs at large companies. Alder and
Gilbert (2006) claimed that if women could serve as presidents of major universities, as
cabinet officers, as national security advisers in the Federal government, as senators,
congresswomen, and governors of state, then it was difficult to explain that there was a
logical reason that there were no women qualified to run any of the 490 companies that
have male CEOs. The utilitarian theory requires that an organization considers that a
hiring decision may be based on trying to create a more diverse workforce, and that may
result in not hiring the most qualified candidate for a position. Alder and Gilbert (2006)
claimed that this created a complicated challenge for employers since it was illegal to
require candidates be a certain gender, age, ethnicity, or race in order to create a diverse
workforce. Diversity in the workforce had improved by recruiting in a way that created a
diverse group of applicants.
Summary
In Chapter I the researcher presented an overview of the study, and in Chapter II a
review of the literature and the theoretical framework for the study was presented. For
Chapter III the researcher will include the methodology and statistical analysis for the
study. Chapter IV will report the findings, and Chapter V will discuss the findings and
make recommendations for future studies.

39
CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
This causal-comparative study examined practices reported by principals when
hiring assistant principals. The initial question of interest was if principals were more
likely to hire individuals who were similar or dissimilar to themselves along several
dimensions. Second, the role of interviews in the hiring process was investigated.
Specifically, the study was to investigate whether the use of unstructured interviews
made a difference in hiring choices, the frequency with which structured and semistructured interviews were used, and whether gender of the principal made a difference in
the use of interviews. Finally, the study also addressed the question as to whether the
type of interview used was related to whether principals hire assistant principals who
were similar or dissimilar to themselves.
Participants
The participants of this study were principals and their assistant principals from
three school districts, one large school district and one small school district from the
southeast and one small school district in the eastern part of the United States. The
principals and assistant principals were from multiple levels including elementary,
middle, and high schools. There were approximately 150 principals and 150 assistant
principals in these three districts. If a principal had more than one assistant principal,
then the assistant principal last hired (with the least tenure) was asked to participate.
Instrumentation
After permission to conduct the study was granted by the University of Southern
Mississippi’s Institutional Review Board (see Appendixes A and B), permission was
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attained to use the instrument (see Appendix C), and approval was granted by the
participating schools’ Institutional Review Boards (see Appendixes D, E, and F),
participants were provided two questionnaires. One was developed specifically for this
study and consisted of demographic information and items related to hiring practices. A
slightly modified version of this questionnaire was provided to the assistant principals.
The instrument was developed using a focus group composed of a panel of experts. The
development of the instrument is discussed in Appendix G. These experts provided input
regarding the construct validity of the instrument and helped to develop content validity.
The second questionnaire was the Big Five Inventory (see Appendixes H, I, J, and
K). Prior to the 1980s, the field of personality trait research consisted of a wide range of
personality scales to choose from, but the field lacked an organizing theory or framework
(John, Naumann, & Soto, 2008). John et al. reported that researchers hoped to find a
framework that others would adopt that would provide a framework and common
language to be used by other researchers in the field. They affirmed that personality
psychology needed a taxonomy with overarching domains to simplify and study
thousands of characteristics that make human beings individuals and unique. Researchers
have reached an initial consensus on a general taxonomy that includes the Big Five
personality dimensions. They have been recognized in several factor analytic studies
(Digman, 1990; John, 1990). The five factors group most aspects of human personality:
(a) extraversion, (b) agreeableness, (c) conscientious, (d) neouroticism versus emotional
stability, and (e) openness (Schutte & Malouff, 2004; John & Srivastava, 1999; McCrae
& Costa, 1999).
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John et al. (2008) reported that the Big Five were derived from analyzing terms
people use to describe themselves and others. These experts provided input regarding the
construct validity of the instrument and helped develop content validity. Researchers
have agreed that the most crucial differences in the personalities of adolescents and adults
can be organized into five general domains (Soto & John, 2009). The goal was to create
a brief inventory, an efficient and flexible assessment of the five dimensions, when
measuring individual facets were unnecessary (John et al., 2008).
Designed by Soto and John (2009), the Big Five Inventory includes 44 statements
(see Appendixes H, I, J, and K). Respondents use a five-point Likert scale that ranges
from (1) disagree strongly, (2) disagree a little, (3) neither agree nor disagree, (4) agree
a little, and (5) agree strongly. Table 1 contains a description of each scale, the
reliability of the scale, and the items on each scale. Each participant in the study
responded to the Big Five Inventory twice. Principals were asked to respond to the items
on the inventory based on how they view themselves. Principals also responded to a
second inventory based on how they viewed their assistant principal. Assistant principals
were asked to respond to the inventory based on how they viewed themselves, and then
they responded to the second inventories based on how they thought their principals
viewed them.
In addition to the Big Five Inventory, principals were asked questions about the
interview process (see Appendix L). Assistant principals were asked if the current
principal had hired them (see Appendix M). The assistant principals were also asked if
the principal who hired them had used a structured or unstructured interview process. All
principals and assistant principals were asked demographic questions to describe the
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sample and to compare each other’s characteristics (see Appendixes L and M) A consent
form was submitted by all participants in the study (see Appendix N).
To build and check content validity and construct validity of the questions about
the interview process, a focus group composed of a panel of experts was conducted. The
results of the focus group are discussed in depth in Appendix G. The expert panel
consisted of one male high school principal, three female middle school principals, one
Table 1
Items on Each of the Big Five Personality Traits
Trait

Definition*

Extraversion

Implies an energetic
approach towards the
social and material
world

Agreeableness

Contrasts a prosocial
and communal
orientation toward
others with antagonism
and includes traits such
as altruism, trust, and
modesty

Conscientiousness Describes socially
prescribed impulse
control that facilitates
task and goal-directed
behavior

Neuroticism

Contrasts emotional stability
and even-temperedness
with negative
emotionality

Reliability
.86

Items

1. Is talkative
6. Is reserved (reverse scored)
11. Is full of energy
16. Generates a lot of enthusiasm
21. Tends to be quiet (reverse scored)
26. Has an assertive personality
31. Is sometimes shy, inhibited (reverse scored)
36. Is outgoing, sociable
.79
2. Finds fault with others (reverse scored)
7. Is helpful and unselfish with others
12. Starts quarrels with others (reverse scored)
17. Has a forgiving nature
22. Is generally trusting
27. Can be cold and aloof (reverse scored)
32. Is considerate and kind to almost everyone
37. Is sometimes rude to others (reverse scored)
42. Likes to cooperate with others
.82
3. Does a thorough job
8. Can be somewhat careless
13. Is a reliable worker
18. Tends to be disorganized (reverse scored)
23. Tends to be lazy (reverse scored)
28. Perseveres until the task is finished
33. Does things efficiently
38. Makes plans and follows through with them
43. Is easily distracted (reverse scored)
Is dIs depressed, blue
9. Is relaxed, handles stress well (reverse scored)
14. Can be tense
19. Worries a lot
24. Is emotionally stable, not easily upset
(reverse scored)
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Table 1 (continued).

.87

Contrasts
4.
emotional stability and even-temperedness with
negative
s
emotionality
29. Can be moody
34. Remains calm in tense situations
39. Gets nervous easily

Openness

Describes the breadth,
depth, originality, and
complexity of an
individual’s mental and
experiential life

.83

5.
10.
15.
20.
25.
30.
35.
40.
41.
44.

Is original, comes up with new ideas
Is curious about many different things
Is ingenious, a deep thinker
Has an active imagination
Is inventive
Values artistic, aesthetic experiences
Prefers work that is routine (reverse scored)
Likes to reflect, play with ideas
Has few artistic interests (reverse scored)
Is sophisticated in art, music, or literature

* John and Srivastava (1999)

male middle school principal, and one female elementary principal. The panel discussed
the training or lack of training they received on how to interview potential candidates,
how they determined who they would interview for assistant principal positions, the type
of interviews they used when interviewing potential assistant principal candidates, and
how they made their hiring decisions. The panel also discussed the frequency in which
they were given the autonomy to hire their assistant principals.
Procedure
All principals and their assistant principals from the three school districts were
asked to participate in the study. Names of participants were kept confidential. Email
addresses of the principals were solicited from the school districts. An email invitation
was sent to each principal describing the research. Reminders were sent to potential
participants to increase the number of participants in the study. The principals were
asked to provide the names and email addresses of the assistant principals with the
shortest tenure in their buildings.
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The names of the school districts were kept confidential. Questionnaires were
coded so principal responses were matched to their corresponding assistant principal
responses, but no names were requested in order to ensure confidentiality. The two
questionnaires were distributed electronically via an online survey process. There were
two reminders sent to participants to increase participation in the study.
Analysis
Data from the online questionnaires were downloaded into the SPSS for analysis.
The independent variables were the types of interview (structured or unstructured) and
whether the assistant principal was hired by the principal or by someone else. Three
comparisons were made among the four inventories responded to by the principals and
assistant principals. The first comparison was between the principal’s perception of
himself or herself (see Appendix H) and the principal’s perception of his or her assistant
principal (see Appendix I). The second comparison was between the principal’s
perception of the assistant principal (see Appendix I) and the assistant principal’s
perception of himself or herself (see Appendix J). The third comparison was between
how the assistant principal viewed himself or herself (see Appendix J) and how he
perceived that the principal viewed him or her (see Appendix K). Each response to the
items in each scale of the Big Five Inventory was compared to the responses to the same
items in the corresponding inventory.
The differences in the absolute values of the scores were added to determine the
similarity index. A lower similarity index score indicated more similarity than a higher
similarity index score. For example, if a principal strongly agrees that she was talkative
(a Likert scale response of five) and disagrees a little that her assistant principal is
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talkative (a Likert scale response of two), the absolute value of the difference between
these views was 3. The absolutely values of each item in each scale was added to obtain
a similarity index. Five similarity values were obtained from the Big Five Inventory.
In addition, a similarity score was created for the demographic questions asked of
each principal and assistant principal. For these variables, a 0/1 score was generated for
each demographic variable. Computer coding is typically exemplified by a one for a
match; therefore, when there was a match between a principal’s answer and the assistant
principal, a one was used to code that they were the same for the purpose of this study.
For example, if the principal was male and the assistant principal was female, the
similarity score for gender was 0. If the highest degree obtained by both the principal
and the assistant principal was a master’s degree, the similarity score for education was 1.
The demographic similarity scores were averaged to produce a single demographic
similarity index. The comparisons of six demographic questions were used to create a
demographic similarity index that ranges between 0 and 1. Because the demographic
similarity index of one indicated a high similarity, the scale scores for the demographic
similarity indexes were reversed to conform to the same directionality as the personality
similarity index scores; therefore, a lower index score showed more similarity between
the principal and assistant principal.
Research Questions and Hypotheses
The following research questions were analyzed using the data collected from the
principals and assistant principals. The analysis used to analyze each question follows
the research question.
RQ1: Is one gender more likely to use a structured interview than the other?
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A 2 x 2 chi-square test was used to determine if the proportion of males and
females differed in their use of a structured or unstructured interview process.
H1: Principals will hire assistant principals with similar characteristics rather
than hire assistant principals with dissimilar characteristics.
H2: Principals who use structured interviews to hire assistant principals will hire
assistant principals with dissimilar characteristics more often than principals who use
unstructured interviews to hire their assistant principals.
The independent variables were the type of interview (structured or unstructured)
and whether the assistant principal was hired by the principal or by someone else. The
dependent variables were the five Big Five Inventory similarity indexes for each
comparison and the demographic similarity index. Three comparisons were made among
the four inventories responded to by the principals and assistant principals. The first
comparison was between the principal’s perception of himself or herself (see Appendix
H) and the principal’s perception of his or her assistant principal (see Appendix I). The
second comparison was between the principal’s perception of the assistant principal (see
Appendix I) and the assistant principal’s perception of himself or herself (see Appendix
J). The third comparison was between how the assistant principal viewed himself or
herself (see Appendix J) and how he perceived that the principal viewed him or her (see
Appendix K). Each of the three comparisons was tested using a 2 x 2 multivariate
analysis of variance.
Summary
In Chapter I the researcher presented an overview of the study, and in Chapter II a
review of the literature and the theoretical framework for the study was presented. For
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Chapter III the researcher included the methodology and statistical analysis for the study.
Chapter IV will report the findings, and Chapter V will discuss the findings and make
recommendations for future studies.
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CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF DATA/RESULTS
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the interviewing practices of principals
and their hiring practices. The initial question of interest in this causal-comparative study
was if principals were more likely to hire individuals as assistant principals who are
similar or dissimilar to themselves along several dimensions. Second, the study
determined if the use of unstructured interviews makes a difference in hiring choices, the
frequency with which structured and semistructured interviews are used, and whether the
gender of the principal makes a difference in the use of interviews. This chapter contains
a description of the sample and the results of the analysis of the research question and the
hypotheses developed for the study:
RQ1: Is one gender more likely to use a structured interview than the other?
H1:

Principals will hire assistant principals with similar characteristics rather

than hire assistant principals with dissimilar characteristics.
H2:

Principals who use structured interviews to hire assistant principals will

hire assistant principals with dissimilar characteristics more often than principals who use
unstructured interviews to hire their assistant principals.
Description of the Sample
The participants of this study were principals and assistant principals from three
school districts. Of the 210 participants receiving invitations to be included in the study,
130 responded, resulting in a response rate of 62%. Of those returned, there were 48
matched pairs (assistant principal paired with the principal in the same school) included
in this study (Table 2). The response rate was greater than 60% for each of the groups
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although the majority of the responses came from principals and assistant principals in
the large school district. From these responses, 48 matched pairs were found.
Table 2
Response Rates of Principals and Assistant Principals
Type of principal/type of school
district
Principal

# in database

# completed
questionnaire

Response rate

104

63

60.6

Matched
pairs
48

Large

49

40

Middle

8

5

Small

6

3

Assistant principal

106

67

63.2

48

Large

56

40

Middle

8

5

Small

3

3

Table 3 contains a demographic description of the two groups of respondents.
Females were predominant in both the principal (54%) and assistant principal positions
(65%). More than 80% of principals reported household income of $100,000 or more,
whereas 44% of assistant principals reported household income below $100,000.
Approximately two thirds of both principals and assistant principals reported their
ethnicity as White. Table 4 contains information about the principals’ parents’
educational levels. One third of both groups reported their mothers’ education as high
school, while reporting their fathers’ education as a college degree (38% for both
groups).
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Table 3
Description of the Sample of Matched Pairs of Principals and Assistant Principals
Principal
Characteristic

n

Assistant principal
%

n

%

Gender
Male

22

45.8

17

35.4

Female

26

54.2

31

64.6

0

0.0

Level of education
BA/BS
MA/MS

12

25.0

14

29.2

Specialist

17

35.4

27

56.3

PhD/EdD

19

39.6

7

14.6

$50,000 - $74,999

1

2.1

8

16.7

$75,000 - $99,999

7

14.6

13

27.1

$100,000 - $124,999

12

25.0

10

20.8

$125,000 - $149,999

10

20.8

5

10.4

Over $150,000

17

35.4

10

20.8

1

2.1

2

4.2

African American

11

22.9

13

27.1

Caucasian

33

68.8

32

66.7

Asian

2

4.2

0

0.0

Other

1

2.1

0

0.0

No response

1

2.1

3

6.3

Level of income

Missing response
Race
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Table 4
Level of Parents’ Education of Principals and Assistant Principals
Principal
Parent

n

Assistant principal
%

n

%

Level of mother’s education
Less than high school

5

10.4

3

6.3

High school diploma

17

35.4

17

35.4

Some college

10

20.8

9

18.8

Technical college diploma

3

6.3

3

6.3

BA/BS

5

10.4

8

16.7

MA/MS

7

14.6

5

10.4

Specialist

0

0.0

1

2.1

PhD/EdD

0

0.0

2

4.2

No response

1

2.1

Less than high school

5

10.4

9

18.8

High school diploma

9

18.8

13

27.1

10

20.8

3

6.3

Technical college diploma

5

10.4

4

8.3

BA/BS

9

18.8

7

14.6

MA/MS

5

10.4

6

12.5

Specialist

1

2.1

2

4.2

PhD/EdD

3

6.3

3

6.3

No response

1

2.1

1

2.1

Level of father’s education

Some college

Table 5 contains information about the interview format chosen by principals. A
majority of the principals (58%) indicated that they chose a conversational format for an
interview. Of the 20 (42%) principals who chose to use a predetermined set of questions,
60% of them use the entire set of questions, while 40% of them select different questions
for different candidates. More than half (54%) of the principals reported that they rely on
their gut to make personnel decisions. Twenty-six (54%) principals hired the assistant
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principal who completed the companion questionnaire. Sixty percent of the assistant
principals reported that their interview for their current position was like a conversation.
Table 5
Hiring Practices Reported by Principals
n

%

More like a conversation

28

58.3

A predetermined set of questions to ask each
candidate

20

41.7

12

60.0

8

40.0

Yes

10

50.0

No

10

50.0

Rubric

12

25.0

Gut

26

54.2

Second person assisting the interviewer

10

20.8

Yes

26

54.2

No

22

45.8

Interview format

If use a predetermined set of questions
Ask all questions of each candidate
Pick a few off the list to ask each
candidate
Ask all the questions in exact same order

Rely on more often when making hiring decisions

Hired assistant principal

Analysis of the Research Questions
A similarity score was created for the demographic questions asked of each
principal and assistant principal. For these variables, a 0/1 score was generated for each
demographic variable. For example, if the principal was male and the assistant principal
was female, the similarity score for gender was 1. If the highest degree obtained by both
the principal and the assistant principal was a master’s degree, the similarity score for
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education was 0. The demographic similarity scores were totaled to produce a single
demographic similarity index score between 0 and 1.
The principals and the assistant principals responded to the Big Five personality
trait questionnaire twice. Both groups were asked to respond first about themselves.
These responses were used to obtain reliability values through Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient (Table 6).
Table 6
Reliability of Big Five Personality Traits for Principals and Assistant Principals
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
Personality trait

# of items

Principal

Assistant principal

Extraversion

8

.84

.85

Agreeableness

9

.86

.59

Conscientiousness

9

.73

.78

Neuroticism

8

.83

.76

10

.67

.79

Openness

Similarity index scores were created for the Big Five personality traits and
demographic characteristics. A lower similarity index score indicates more similarity
than a higher similarity index score. Three comparisons were made between the Big Five
responses of the principals and assistant principals. The differences in the absolute
values of the scores were averaged to determine the similarity index for each comparison.
The personality similarity indexes were created with at least 70% of the data across the
two sets of responses for each comparison.
The demographic similarity index was made using the available data for each
principal/assistant principal match. For example, if one of the principals did not respond
to the income question, a comparison was not made for that demographic characteristic
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and was not used in the calculation of the similarity index for the match. In order to
conform to the same directionality as the personality similarity indexes, the demographic
similarity index was reversed. Table 7 contains information about the similarity of
principals and assistant principals’ demographic characteristics. Approximately 50% of
the principal/assistant principal pairs were matched by race and gender. The other four
demographic characteristics were not similar across the two groups of principals.
Table 7
Similarity of Principals and Assistant Principals’ Demographic Characteristics
Demographic characteristic

n*

%

Gender

23

47.9

Education

17

35.4

7

14.6

Race

24

50.0

Mother’s education

10

20.8

Father’s education

6

12.5

Income

*number of matches between 48 pairs of principals and assistant principals

Table 8 contains the similarity indexes for each personality trait and the demographics for
each comparison. The average personality indexes were low in each comparison,
indicating that the principal/assistant principal pairs were similar in personality; however,
the demographics similarity index was high (.69 out of 1.0), indicating the pairs were not
as similar in demographics as they were in personality.
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Table 8
Similarity Index Scores for Each Personality Trait and Demographics by Comparison
Comparison
Principal’s perception of
self/principal’s
perception of AP

Principal’s perception of
AP/AP’s perception of
self

AP’s perception of self/
how AP perceives
principal views AP

Personality trait

Range

M*

SD

Range

M

SD

Range

M

SD

Extraversion

.3–3.5

1.16

.77

.3–2.4

.93

.51

.0–2.3

.50

.42

Agreeableness

.1–2.4

.80

.52

.1–2.6

.92

.52

.0–1.1

.41

.28

Conscientiousness

.0–1.9

.76

.51

.0–1.7

.76

.40

.0–1.1

.36

.31

Neuroticism

.0–1.9

1.00

.45

.1–2.6

.97

.41

.0–1.6

.58

.36

Openness

.4–2.7

.91

.50

.0–2.7

1.03

.48

.0–1.5

.52

.31

Demographic

.2–1.0

.69

.19

.2–1.0

.69

.19

.2–1.0

.69

.19

* Similarity index scores could range from 0 to 4. Demographic similarity scores could range from 0 to 1. A lower similarity score
indicates more similarity than a higher similarity score.

Research Question 1
The question asked, “Is one gender more likely to use a structured interview than
the other is?” A 2 x 2 chi-square test was used to determine if the proportion of males
and females differed in their use of a structured or unstructured interview process.
Female principals were split in their use of an interview format, while men were more
likely to use a conversational format (Table 9). However, there was no statistically
significant relationship of gender and interview type (χ2 (1) = 1.62, p = .20).
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Table 9
Interview Format by Gender of Principal
Interview format
Conversation

Predetermined set of
questions

Gender of principal

n

%

n

%

Male

15

68.2

7

31.8

Female

13

50.0

13

50.0

χ2

p

1.62

.20

H1: Principals will hire assistant principals with similar characteristics rather than
hire assistant principals with dissimilar characteristics.
H2: Principals who use structured interviews to hire assistant principals will hire
assistant principals with dissimilar characteristics more often than will principals who use
unstructured interviews to hire their assistant principals.
The independent variables were type of interview and if the principal hired the
assistant principal. The dependent variables were the five Big Five Inventory similarity
indexes for each comparison and the demographic similarity index. The big five
personality traits are extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and
openness. Three comparisons were made among the four inventories responded to by the
principals and assistant principals. The first comparison was between the principal’s
perception of himself or herself (see Appendix H) and the principal’s perception of his or
her assistant principal (see Appendix I). The second comparison was between the
principal’s view of the assistant principal (see Appendix I) and the assistant principal’s
perception of himself or herself (see Appendix L). The third comparison was between
how the assistant principal viewed himself or herself (see Appendix L) and how he
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perceived that the principal viewed him or her (see Appendix M). Each of the three
comparisons was tested using a 2 x 2 multivariate analysis of variance. Tables 10, 11, and
12 contain information about each comparison. The means and standard deviations of
each variable are presented in three ways: (a) by the interaction of the two independent
variables and (b) by the main effects of the two independent variables. The independent
variables were the type of interview (structured or unstructured) and if the principal hired
or inherited the assistant principal. The dependent variables were the personality
similarity indexes based on the Big Five Inventory (measuring extraversion,
agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness) and the demographic
similarity indexes based on responses to the questionnaire.
Table 10 shows strong similarity in personality trait index scores for each
independent variable for the first comparison. When the principal used a conversational
interview format with the assistant principal he or she hired, the extroversion similarity
index score was higher (M = 1.35) than when the principal used predetermined questions
(M = .67). In addition, when the principal used a conversational interview format with the
assistant principal he or she hired, the openness similarity index scores were higher (M =
1.02) than when the principal used predetermined questions (M = .79).
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Table 10
Means and Standard Deviations of Similarity Indexes Comparison Between Principal’s
Perception of Self/Principal’s Perception of AP by Interview Format and If Assistant
Principal was Hired by Principal

Hired AP
Similarity Index

M*

Extraversion

1.16

SD

M

.77 Yes
No

Conscientiousness

.76

.51 Yes
No

Neuroticism

1.00

.45 Yes
No

Agreeableness

.80

.52 Yes
No

Openness

.91

.50 Yes
No

Demographics

.69

.19 Yes
No

1.12
1.21

.69
.84

1.01
.98

.86
.73

Hired AP
by
Interview
format

Interview format
SD

M

SD

M

SD

.75 like a conversation

1.16

.73

1.35

.82

predetermined

1.16

.85

.67

.27

.81 like a conversation

.87

.46

predetermined

1.56

.96

.52 like a conversation

.76

.50

.74

.52

predetermined

.76

.53

.61

.54

.50 like a conversation

.80

.50

predetermined

.89

.52

.49 like a conversation

1.03

.45

1.07

.47

predetermined

.95

.45

.90

.54

.41 like a conversation

.97

.44

predetermined

.99

.39

.59 like a conversation

.84

.57

.97

.66

predetermined

.73

.45

.64

.38

.43 like a conversation

.65

.36

predetermined

.81

.49

.94

.55 like a conversation

.91

.54

1.02

.60

predetermined

.91

.47

.79

.44

.87

.46 like a conversation

.74

.40

predetermined

1.01

.48

.66
.72

.17 like a conversation

.68

.22

.63

.17

predetermined

.70

.14

.70

.16

.20 like a conversation

.76

.27

predetermined

.69

.12

* Similarity index scores could range from 0 to 4. Demographic similarity scores could range from 0 to 1.
A low similarity score indicates more similarity than a high similarity score.
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Table 11 shows strong similarity in personality trait index scores for each
independent variable for the second comparison. However, when the principal used a
conversational interview format the extroversion similarity index score was higher (M =
1.05) than if predetermined questions were used (M = .77). The interaction of interview
format and if the principal hired the assistant principal showed similar differences. When
the principal used a conversational interview format with the assistant principal he or she
hired, the extraversion similarity index score was higher (M = 1.07) than when the
principals used predetermined questions (M = .60). The same was true for the
neuroticism personality trait (M = 1.02 for conversation format, M = .72 for
predetermined questions) and agreeableness (M = 1.05 for conversation format, M = .78
for predetermined questions). Therefore, when principals used a conversational interview
format with the principal he or she hired, the similarity index scores for extraversion,
neuroticism, and agreeableness were higher (therefore, less similar) than if predetermined
questions were used.
Table 11
Means and Standard Deviations of Similarity Indexes of Comparison Between
Principal’s Perception of Assistant Principal/Assistant Principal’s Perception of Self by
Interview Format and If Assistant Principal was Hired by Principal

Hired AP
Similarity index
Extraversion

M*
.93

SD

M

.51 Yes

No

.91

.97

Hired AP by
Interview
format

Interview format
SD

M

SD

M

SD

.54 like a conversation

1.05

.55

1.07

.55

predetermined

.77

.42

.60

.40

.49 like a conversation

1.02

.59

predetermined

.91

.39
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Table 11 (continued).
Conscientiousness

.76

.40 Yes
No

Neuroticism

.97

.41 Yes
No

Agreeableness

.92

.52 Yes
No

Openness

1.03

.48 Yes
No

Demographics

.69

.19 Yes
No

.75
.77

.92
1.03

.95
.88

1.04
1.02

.66
.72

.44 like a conversation

.73

.43

.79

.49

predetermined

.80

.36

.68

.37

.34 like a conversation

.64

.31

predetermined

.90

.34

.50 like a conversation

1.00

.45

1.02

.54

predetermined

.93

.36

.72

.35

.28 like a conversation

.96

.28

predetermined

1.10

.27

.54 like a conversation

1.00

.55

1.05

.60

predetermined

.81

.46

.78

.37

.50 like a conversation

.92

.50

predetermined

.83

.53

.48 like a conversation

1.02

.51

1.09

.58

predetermined

1.05

.44

.96

.20

.48 like a conversation

.92

.38

predetermined

1.13

.57

.17 like a conversation

.68

.22

.63

.17

predetermined

.70

.14

.70

.16

.20 like a conversation

.76

.27

predetermined

.69

.12

* Similarity index scores could range from 0 to 4. Demographic similarity scores could range from 0 to 1.
A low similarity score indicates more similarity than a high similarity score.

Table 12 shows strong similarity in personality trait index scores for each
independent variable for the third comparison. The means were similar across any
interactions between the two independent variables. The means were also similar across
any main effects of the independent variables.
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Table 12
Means and Standard Deviations of Similarity Indexes of Comparison Between Assistant
Principal’s Perception of Self/How Assistant Principal Perceives Principal Views
Assistant Principal by Interview Format and If Assistant Principal was Hired by
Principal

Hired AP
Similarity index
Extraversion

M*
.50

SD

M

.42 Yes
No

Conscientiousness

.36

.31 Yes
No

Neuroticism

.58

.36 Yes
No

Agreeableness

.45

.33 Yes
No

Openness

.37

.35 Yes
No

Demographics

.69

.19 Yes
No

.47
.53
.37
.36
.56
.60
.39
.43
.45
.45

Hired AP by
Interview
format

Interview format
SD

M

SD

M

SD

.36 like a conversation

.45

.33

.45

.33

predetermined

.57

.52

.52

.42

.48 like a conversation

.45

.34

predetermined

.61

.60

.32 like a conversation

.39

.33

.37

.35

predetermined

.32

.28

.36

.29

.30 like a conversation

.42

.31

predetermined

.30

.28

.32 like a conversation

.60

.38

.58

.37

predetermined

.56

.34

.53

.17

.41 like a conversation

.62

.40

predetermined

.58

.44

.29 like a conversation

.44

.29

.41

.31

predetermined

.36

.25

.36

.26

.27 like a conversation

.51

.26

predetermined

.36

.26

.34 like a conversation

.57

.52

.52

.42

predetermined

.50

.42

.47

.36

.33 like a conversation

.61

.60

predetermined

.53

.48

.66

.17 like a conversation

.68

.22

.63

.17

predetermined

.70

.14

.70

.16

.72

.20 like a conversation

.76

.27

predetermined

.69

.12

* Similarity index scores could range from 0 to 4. Demographic similarity scores could range from 0 to 1. A low similarity score
indicates more similarity than a high similarity score.
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No statistically significant differences were found across the similarity indexes of
the five personality traits or the demographic index (see Table 13 for the values obtained
in all three analyses). The first hypothesis related to this research question stated that
principals will hire assistant principals with similar characteristics rather than hire
assistant principals with dissimilar characteristics. There were no statistically significant
differences between the characteristics of the principals and their assistant principals with
regard to their hiring practices. Therefore, the hypothesis was not supported.
The second hypothesis related to this research questions stated that principals who
use structured interviews to hire assistant principals will hire assistant principals with
dissimilar characteristics more often than will principals who use unstructured interviews
to hire their assistant principals. The findings of this study indicated there were no
statistically significant (see Table 13) differences between the structured interviews and
unstructured interviews of the principals with regard to potential principal biases when
hiring their assistant principals. Therefore, the hypothesis was not supported.
Table 13
Analysis of Each Comparison of Personality Traits and Demographic Similarity Indexes
by Type of Interview and Whether Principal Hired Assistant Principal
Effect

df

Error df

F

p

Intercept

6

39

72.17

.00

Interview format used

6

39

.10

.99

Hire AP

6

39

.82

.56

Interview format used by Hire AP

6

39

2.04

.08

6

39

93.55

.00

Comparison 1

Comparison 2
Intercept
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Table 13 (continued).

Interview format used

6

39

1.22

.32

Hire AP

6

39

.69

.66

Interview format used by Hire AP

6

39

1.21

.32

Intercept

6

39

49.20

.00

Interview format used

6

39

1.06

.40

Hire AP

6

39

.72

.64

Interview format used by Hire AP

6

39

.85

.54

Comparison 3

Summary
No statistically significant differences were found among the similarity indexes.
In each comparison made between the principal/assistant principal pairs, the average
personality indexes were low, indicating that the principal/assistant principal pairs were
similar in personality; however, the demographics similarity index was high, indicating
the pairs were not as similar in demographics as they were in personality. More male
principals (68%) used the conversational interview format than did female principals
(50%). However, no statistically significant relationship between gender and preferred
interview format was found.
In Chapter I, an overview of the study was presented. Chapter II contains a
review of the literature and the theoretical framework for the study. The methodology
and statistical analysis for the study was presented in Chapter III. Chapter IV contains a
summary of the findings. Chapter V contains a discussion of the findings and
recommendations for future studies are made.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION/CONCLUSIONS
The purpose of this study was to investigate the interviewing practices of
principals and the role that biases may have on their hiring practices. The growing
consensus on the attributes of effective school principals has shown that successful
school leaders have influenced student achievement, and school leadership has affected
student learning, second only to the influence of the classroom instruction (Davis et al.,
2005). School districts have been struggling to attract and retain a sufficient supply of
highly qualified candidates for leadership roles (Knapp et al., 2003). Reeves (2004)
argued that the challenge was not trying to find a leader who was perfect, but instead, it
was creating a culture where leaders were empowered to hire administrative teams with
members who complemented one another. Reeves (2007a) stated that it was important
for principals to hire teachers and administrators who promoted high standards when the
expectation was to improve equity and raise student achievement in schools.
Discussion of Results
For this section, the researcher will discuss the results for each hypothesis,
compare the findings to related literature in Chapter II, make inferences, and formulate
conclusions.
H1: Principals will hire assistant principals with similar characteristics rather than
hire assistant principals with dissimilar characteristics.
Because leadership is based on trust and the principle that there is no leader who
can encompass all of the necessary knowledge, skills, and talents needed to lead an
organization without the assistance of others (Marzano et al., 2001), it is imperative that
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principals hire administrative teams that are diverse. Leadership needs to be distributed
(Elmore, 2000). A system needed to be put in place that had a system of accountability
that included written procedures and monitoring to make sure that procedures had been
followed to ensure that unconscious biases have not been impacting hiring decisions
(Savini, 2010). Javitch (2008) claimed that it was human nature for people to feel more
comfortable when they were surrounded by people who shared similar characteristics and
ideas that mirrored themselves. Totten (2008) claimed that the similar-to-me effect may
have contributed to the problem of principals hiring unqualified school administrators.
Cronyism is another factor that has contributed to the hiring of unqualified school
administrators (Sacco et al., 2003). Tallerico and Tingley (2001) claimed that the number
of women in leadership roles was disproportionately low because the majority of
graduate students who were earning degrees in school administration were women. An
ethical manager thinks about the people who would be affected by a decision or action
and how those people would benefit or suffer (Alder & Gilbert, 2006). The manager has
a responsibility to consider what would produce the greatest for the organization and its
stakeholders. If hiring someone brings an employer more comfort, and the decision is not
based on the best qualified candidate for the job, then the decision to hire the candidate
would be considered unethical (Alder & Gilbert, 2006).
Hypothesis I was not supported. There are multiple ways that the data could have
been measured. In this study the personality index similarity score was based on a range
between 1-4; however, the index could have been calculated differently. The absolute
values for the differences for each of the personality traits for each principal and assistant
principal pair could have been added together and averaged rather than breaking them
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into separate variable scores. This would have provided a wider range than between 0 and
4. It is unknown whether this would have made a difference. The results of this study
indicated that no significant differences between the similarity of principals who hired
their assistant principals and the principals that inherited their assistant principals existed
for the administrators who participated in the study. While the results indicate that there
were no significant differences in the two groups, it does not rule out that biases may
have influenced hiring decisions. It only supports evidence that the majority of
administrators share many of the same characteristics. This does not indicate that the
most qualified applicants were hired or that the principals hired diverse administrative
teams.
H2: Principals who use structured interviews to hire assistant principals will hire
assistant principals with dissimilar characteristics more often than will principals who use
unstructured interviews to hire their assistant principals.
The majority (58%) of the principals who participated indicated that they prefer
the conversational format for an interview. The other 42% of the principals who
responded reported that they prefer a structured interview. Three questions were asked to
determine if the interviews that principals identified as structured would actually meet the
criteria to be classified as structured interviews. Only 42% of the principals used a
predetermined set of questions, only 60% used the entire set of questions, and 40% of the
principals selected different questions for different candidates.
Clement (2009) claimed that wise administrators never asked interview questions
that could not be evaluated. It was also important that evaluators asked all candidates the
same questions in order to evaluate candidates in fair manner. Clement argued that a
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simple three-category evaluation tool worked well and that questions may be evaluated as
unacceptable, acceptable, and target. If the candidate’s answer indicated no experience
with the topic, then it would be unacceptable. If the candidate had some experience with
the topic and explained what he or she did, then it would be counted as acceptable. If the
candidate gave an answer that was exactly what the interviewer was looking for, then the
answer was counted as a target answer.
More than half (54%) of the principals reported that they rely on their gut to make
personnel decisions. Alder and Gilbert (2006) reported that in large companies with
human resources departments, hiring procedures were very consistent and vary little from
one interview to another. The selection tools were used consistently with all of the job
candidates to be interviewed. However, small organizations gave interviewers more
latitude in the hiring decisions that they made allowing considerable variability in the
treatment and the evaluation of the candidates. The types of interviewing techniques that
were used may have impacted the hiring decisions of employers. When unstructured
interviews are used, the judgments that the interviewer used may be based on many
factors including the applicants’ background, interests and demographic characteristics
although structured interviews reduced the susceptibility because they were pre-planned,
performance-based questions that were asked to all of the candidates being interviewed
(Alder & Gilbert, 2006).
. While unstructured interviews have allowed the interviewer to get to know the
candidates (Van der Zee et al., 2002), structured interviews allow the interviewer the
opportunity to assess the applicants’ knowledge, skills, and attitudes about the job
(Stronge & Hindman, 2006). In order for the interview to be reliable, the interviewer has
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to determine the job responsibilities that are required to fulfill the job successfully
(Stronge & Hindman, 2006). Questions need to be constructed for the interviewer to find
out if the person is qualified, and a tool must be constructed for assessing each
interviewee’s answers (Castetter, 1996). When the same questions are not being asked in
the interviews, candidates are not being given an equal opportunity to showcase their
talents. They are also not being evaluated under the same scrutiny. Without being able
to use a consistent group of questions, the unstructured interview process is increasing the
subjectivity of the interview process and allowing principals the opportunity
subconsciously to hire candidates who make principals feel the most comfortable rather
than hiring candidates who are the most competent. Hypothesis 2 was not supported. No
statistically significant differences were found in similarity between the group of assistant
principals who were hired when the principal used a structured interview and the group of
assistant principals who were hired using an unstructured interview.
Limitations
The limitations of this study included the following:
1. The study was limited to only three school districts from two states, two in
the southeast and one in the eastern part of the United States.
2. The personality index scores consisted of scores within a range between 0
and 4. The outcome of a study using a wider range may have produced different results.
3. Questions were eliminated from the questionnaires in order for the
researcher to be granted permission to send the questionnaires to the participants.
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4. The questionnaires were sent to participants at a time when one of the
school districts participating in the study was transitioning to a new email system.
Perhaps some participants did not receive the surveys.
Recommendations for Policy or Practice
It would be very beneficial for principals to be trained on how to conduct
structured interviews. The researcher has ascertained that since some of the participants
reported that they were conducting structured interviews when they were not conducting
structured interviews according to their responses to the questionnaires. There is
evidence to support that they do not understand what constitutes an unstructured or
structured interview. Since structured interviews are more likely to eliminate biases that
may exist, it would be beneficial for school districts to mandate principals to undergo
formal hiring training that includes interviewing training.
Recommendations for Future Research
It is possible to identify a number of areas for future research that may help to
inform the area of hiring practices of principals. One area that would be of interest to
investigate further the interviewing practices of principals would be to investigate
whether principals are provided formal training prior to being given the responsibility of
hiring assistant principals. Another potential area for future research is to extend the
investigation to include participants from other school districts in different regions of the
country. Another suggestion for future research would be to compare job satisfaction to
the type of interviews used when hired to determine if the right people are being hired for
specific jobs.
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APPENDIX C
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http://www.ocf.berkeley.edu/~johnlab/bfi.htm
Berkeley Personality Lab
Director Oliver P. John
The Big Five Inventory
Frequently Asked Questions
The Big Five Inventory (BFI) is a self-report inventory designed to measure the Big Five
dimensions. It is quite brief for a multidimensional personality inventory (44 items total),
and consists of short phrases with relatively accessible vocabulary.
Is the Big Five Inventory (BFI) in the public domain and available for use?
I hold the copyright to the BFI and it is not in the public domain per se. However, it is
freely available for researchers to use for non-commercial research purposes. Please
keep us posted on your findings.
Where do I get the Big Five Inventory (BFI)?
If you are interested in taking the BFI yourself, please visit this website, where you can
take an online version of the scale that gives you instant feedback. If you are interested
in using the BFI for commercial purposes, please submit a request to
ucbpersonalitylab@gmail.com. At this time, the BFI is for non-commercial uses only. If
you are interested in using the BFI for research purposes, please click [here], which will
direct you to the BFI download page. We are trying to create a database for BFI users of
publications, relevant findings, and translations of the BFI in an effort to make the scale
more useful for users. Thus, before downloading a copy of the BFI and the scoring
instructions, please complete a short survey to let us know a little more about who you
are and why you want to use the measure. All information will be kept strictly
confidential.
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APPENDIX G
A PANEL OF EXPERTS
The six members of the expert panel agreed that most of the time principals are
not given the opportunity to hire their own assistant principals. When asked the first
thing a principal would think about when being able to hire an assistant principal, the
overwhelming response was the importance of the potential candidates. One principal
had been a principal for a few years, and she was about to hire her own assistant principal
for the first time. She was encouraged by her supervisor to have another person with her
when she interviewed.
Everyone reported using structured interviews when hiring people. Some
appeared to have more structure than others did. One principal stated she would have a
list of topics to make sure she covered everything. Most agreed that at the beginning of
the interview they would make it more like a conversation to build rapport with the
interviewee. Another principal said she used a list of questions, but she did not
necessarily ask them in a particular order. All of them said that if they did not like the
first few answers, they did not waste their time asking all the other questions. Three said
that they went with their gut when making decisions. No one reported looking at the job
responsibilities to write the questions, and no one said they used a rubric.
When asked how they determined one’s answers were better than another was,
they all replied gut. They said that when hiring assistant principals they would check the
person’s background and would call each other (other principals) to see if they were
good. When asked if they would inquire about a person’s background prior to the time of
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the interview, they all said yes. The feedback they received helped them weed out those
they did not want for sure.
When asked what they looked for when hiring assistant principals, the principals
reported curriculum expertise and if the person was a fit. Did this person fill the need
their school had? They all agreed that it was important to consider the needs of the
school before beginning the hiring process. One principal said that it was important to
make sure that the school administration represents the school population. Another
principal said the assistant principal needed to match the principal’s style.
All agreed it was important to know the candidates’ motives when they were
interviewed. If this was just a step to get the candidate somewhere else soon, it was not
worth it. They all believed they needed to know more information than one could find
out in an interview and that it was extremely important to check references.
Several members of the panel suggested taking a tour of the school after the
interview when the principal liked the candidate during the interview. This would allow
the principal to talk to the potential candidate in a more informal way and to see how the
candidate responds to others. One principal followed the interviewee out and would see
how the person interacted with the secretary.
Some of the principals thought it was better to have others included in the
interview, while other principals preferred to interview alone. One principal thought it
helped to have others involved to justify who was hired. Another said she would bring in
a second person if she needed a second opinion or wanted to narrow the candidates down.
All agreed it was important to let everyone who took part in the interview know if the
final decision would be the principal’s or they would agree on one together. If the
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interview helpers were simply going to provide feedback, they needed to know that
beforehand.
None of the principals reported that they received formal training for interviewing
when they became principals. They were given a binder for “how to hire the right
person.” Only two principals knew where it was, and one principal said she never got it.
They reported that it is important to know where the binder is in case of an audit.
They also explained that it was important to keep notes from the interviews.
When asked how long one had to keep them, one of the principals said he thought for a
couple of years. Some of them had gone to an inservice about how to interpret the Gallop
scores from the people who apply. Not everyone had been to the training. They all
agreed that this was an area for growth.
They discussed how they would not always take someone back to their office for
the interview right away. One said she interviewed someone not long ago and the person
paced up and down the halls. The principals said that they did not give the interviewees
specific scenarios with a problem where they asked them what they would do in a
specific situation. Instead, it was more like, “Tell me a time when you did this?”
Another principal asked the candidates which class key had the biggest impact on
students. She was amazed that none of the candidates knew the class keys well enough to
talk about it.
One principal asked the candidates what they thought the custodian or the
secretary would say about him. She liked seeing how they would respond to a question
when they had no idea what was going to be asked. She generally got good responses
and feedback from them. Most principals said that they hired after one interview unless
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they had a final candidate they were still not 100% sure they wanted to hire. If that was
the case, they would call them in for a second interview.
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APPENDIX H
PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRE ABOUT SELF
Please complete this question by answering questions about yourself. The questionnaire asks the question,
“How I am in general?” Here are a number of characteristics that may or may not apply to you. For
example, do you agree that you are someone who likes to spend time with others? Circle the number on the
scale that indicates your agreement with each statement about how you see yourself.

I am someone who …

disagree
strongly

disagree
a little

neither
agree
nor
disagree

agree
a little

agree
strongly

1.

Is talkative

1

2

3

4

5

2.

Finds fault with others

1

2

3

4

5

3.

Does a thorough job

1

2

3

4

5

4.

Is depressed, blue

1

2

3

4

5

5.

Is original, comes up with new ideas

1

2

3

4

5

6.

Is reserved

1

2

3

4

5

7.

Is helpful and unselfish with others

1

2

3

4

5

8.

Can be somewhat careless

1

2

3

4

5

9.

Is relaxed, handles stress well

1

2

3

4

5

10. Is curious about many different things

1

2

3

4

5

11. Is full of energy

1

2

3

4

5

12. Starts quarrels with others

1

2

3

4

5

13. Is a reliable worker

1

2

3

4

5

14. Can be tense

1

2

3

4

5

15. Is ingenious, a deep thinker

1

2

3

4

5

16. Generates a lot of enthusiasm

1

2

3

4

5

17. Has a forgiving nature

1

2

3

4

5

18. Tends to be disorganized

1

2

3

4

5

19. Worries a lot

1

2

3

4

5

20. Has an active imagination

1

2

3

4

5

21. Tends to be quiet

1

2

3

4

5

22. Is generally trusting

1

2

3

4

5

23. Tends to be lazy

1

2

3

4

5

24. Is emotionally stable, not easily upset

1

2

3

4

5

25. Is inventive

1

2

3

4

5

26. Has an assertive personality

1

2

3

4

5
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27. Can be cold and aloof

1

2

3

4

28.

1

22

33

4

29. Can be moody

1

2

3

4

5

30. Values artistic, aesthetic experiences

1

2

3

4

5

31. Is sometimes shy, inhibited

1

2

3

4

5

32. Is considerate and kind to almost everyone

1

2

3

4

5

33. Does things efficiently

1

2

3

4

5

34. Remains calm in tense situations

1

2

3

4

5

35. Prefers work that is routine

1

2

3

4

5

36. Is outgoing, sociable

1

2

3

4

5

37. Is sometimes rude to others

1

2

3

4

5

38. Makes plans and follows through with them

1

2

3

4

5

39. Gets nervous easily

1

2

3

4

5

40. Likes to reflect, play with ideas

1

2

3

4

5

41. Has few artistic interests

1

2

3

4

5

42. Likes to cooperate with others

1

2

3

4

5

43. Is easily distracted

1

2

3

4

5

44. Is sophisticated in art, music, or literature

1

2

3

4

5

Perseveres until the task is finished

5
4

5

5
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APPENDIX I
PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRE ABOUT ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL
Please complete this questionnaire and answer the questions about your assistant principal. The
questionnaire asks the question, “How is my assistant principal in general?” Here are a number of
characteristics that may or may not apply to your assistant principal. For example, do you agree that your
assistant principal is someone who likes to spend time with others?

My assistant principal is someone who …

disagree
strongly

disagree
a little

neither
agree
nor
disagree

agree
a little

agree
strongly

1.

Is talkative

1

2

3

4

5

2.

Finds fault with others

1

2

3

4

5

3.

Does a thorough job

1

2

3

4

5

4.

Is depressed, blue

1

2

3

4

5

5.

Is original, comes up with new ideas

1

2

3

4

5

6.

Is reserved

1

2

3

4

5

7.

Is helpful and unselfish with others

1

2

3

4

5

8.

Can be somewhat careless

1

2

3

4

5

9.

Is relaxed, handles stress well

1

2

3

4

5

10. Is curious about many different things

1

2

3

4

5

11. Is full of energy

1

2

3

4

5

12. Starts quarrels with others

1

2

3

4

5

13. Is a reliable worker

1

2

3

4

5

14. Can be tense

1

2

3

4

5

15. Is ingenious, a deep thinker

1

2

3

4

5

16. Generates a lot of enthusiasm

1

2

3

4

5

17. Has a forgiving nature

1

2

3

4

5

18. Tends to be disorganized

1

2

3

4

5

19. Worries a lot

1

2

3

4

5

20. Has an active imagination

1

2

3

4

5

21. Tends to be quiet

1

2

3

4

5

22. Is generally trusting

1

2

3

4

5

23. Tends to be lazy

1

2

3

4

5

24. Is emotionally stable, not easily upset

1

2

3

4

5

25. Is inventive

1

2

3

4

5

26. Has an assertive personality

1

2

3

4

5
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27. Can be cold and aloof

1

2

3

4

28.

1

22

33

4

29. Can be moody

1

2

3

4

5

30. Values artistic, aesthetic experiences

1

2

3

4

5

31. Is sometimes shy, inhibited

1

2

3

4

5

32. Is considerate and kind to almost everyone

1

2

3

4

5

33. Does things efficiently

1

2

3

4

5

34. Remains calm in tense situations

1

2

3

4

5

35. Prefers work that is routine

1

2

3

4

5

36. Is outgoing, sociable

1

2

3

4

5

37. Is sometimes rude to others

1

2

3

4

5

38. Makes plans and follows through with them

1

2

3

4

5

39. Gets nervous easily

1

2

3

4

5

40. Likes to reflect, play with ideas

1

2

3

4

5

41. Has few artistic interests

1

2

3

4

5

42. Likes to cooperate with others

1

2

3

4

5

43. Is easily distracted

1

2

3

4

5

44. Is sophisticated in art, music, or literature

1

2

3

4

5

Perseveres until the task is finished

5
4

5

5
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APPENDIX J
ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRE ABOUT SELF
Please complete this question by answering questions about yourself. The questionnaire asks the question,
“How I am in general?” Here are a number of characteristics that may or may not apply to you. For
example, do you agree that you are someone who likes to spend time with others? Circle the number on the
scale that indicates your agreement with each statement about how you see yourself.

I am someone who …

disagree
strongly

disagree
a little

neither
agree
nor
disagree

agree
a little

agree
strongly

1.

Is talkative

1

2

3

4

5

2.

Finds fault with others

1

2

3

4

5

3.

Does a thorough job

1

2

3

4

5

4.

Is depressed, blue

1

2

3

4

5

5.

Is original, comes up with new ideas

1

2

3

4

5

6.

Is reserved

1

2

3

4

5

7.

Is helpful and unselfish with others

1

2

3

4

5

8.

Can be somewhat careless

1

2

3

4

5

9.

Is relaxed, handles stress well

1

2

3

4

5

10. Is curious about many different things

1

2

3

4

5

11. Is full of energy

1

2

3

4

5

12. Starts quarrels with others

1

2

3

4

5

13. Is a reliable worker

1

2

3

4

5

14. Can be tense

1

2

3

4

5

15. Is ingenious, a deep thinker

1

2

3

4

5

16. Generates a lot of enthusiasm

1

2

3

4

5

17. Has a forgiving nature

1

2

3

4

5

18. Tends to be disorganized

1

2

3

4

5

19. Worries a lot

1

2

3

4

5

20. Has an active imagination

1

2

3

4

5

21. Tends to be quiet

1

2

3

4

5

22. Is generally trusting

1

2

3

4

5

23. Tends to be lazy

1

2

3

4

5

24. Is emotionally stable, not easily upset

1

2

3

4

5

25. Is inventive

1

2

3

4

5

26. Has an assertive personality

1

2

3

4

5
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27. Can be cold and aloof

1

2

3

4

28.

1

22

33

4

29. Can be moody

1

2

3

4

5

30. Values artistic, aesthetic experiences

1

2

3

4

5

31. Is sometimes shy, inhibited

1

2

3

4

5

32. Is considerate and kind to almost everyone

1

2

3

4

5

33. Does things efficiently

1

2

3

4

5

34. Remains calm in tense situations

1

2

3

4

5

35. Prefers work that is routine

1

2

3

4

5

36. Is outgoing, sociable

1

2

3

4

5

37. Is sometimes rude to others

1

2

3

4

5

38. Makes plans and follows through with them

1

2

3

4

5

39. Gets nervous easily

1

2

3

4

5

40. Likes to reflect, play with ideas

1

2

3

4

5

41. Has few artistic interests

1

2

3

4

5

42. Likes to cooperate with others

1

2

3

4

5

43. Is easily distracted

1

2

3

4

5

44. Is sophisticated in art, music, or literature

1

2

3

4

5

Perseveres until the task is finished

5
4

5

5
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APPENDIX K
ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL QUESTIONNAIRE ON PRINCIPAL’S PERCEPTION
Please answer these questions the way you think that your principal sees you. Here are a number of
characteristics that may or may not apply to you. Circle the number on the scale that indicates your
agreement with each statement about how you think your principal sees you.

My principal thinks I am someone who …
I am someone who …

disagree
strongly

disagree
a little

neither
agree
nor
disagree

agree
a little

agree
strongly

1.

Is talkative

1

2

3

4

5

2.

Finds fault with others

1

2

3

4

5

3.

Does a thorough job

1

2

3

4

5

4.

Is depressed, blue

1

2

3

4

5

5.

Is original, comes up with new ideas

1

2

3

4

5

6.

Is reserved

1

2

3

4

5

7.

Is helpful and unselfish with others

1

2

3

4

5

8.

Can be somewhat careless

1

2

3

4

5

9.

Is relaxed, handles stress well

1

2

3

4

5

10. Is curious about many different things

1

2

3

4

5

11. Is full of energy

1

2

3

4

5

12. Starts quarrels with others

1

2

3

4

5

13. Is a reliable worker

1

2

3

4

5

14. Can be tense

1

2

3

4

5

15. Is ingenious, a deep thinker

1

2

3

4

5

16. Generates a lot of enthusiasm

1

2

3

4

5

17. Has a forgiving nature

1

2

3

4

5

18. Tends to be disorganized

1

2

3

4

5

19. Worries a lot

1

2

3

4

5

20. Has an active imagination

1

2

3

4

5

21. Tends to be quiet

1

2

3

4

5

22. Is generally trusting

1

2

3

4

5

23. Tends to be lazy

1

2

3

4

5

24. Is emotionally stable, not easily upset

1

2

3

4

5

25. Is inventive

1

2

3

4

5
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26. Has an assertive personality

1

2

3

4

5

27. Can be cold and aloof

1

2

3

4

5

28.

1

22

33

4

29. Can be moody

1

2

3

4

5

30. Values artistic, aesthetic experiences

1

2

3

4

5

31. Is sometimes shy, inhibited

1

2

3

4

5

32. Is considerate and kind to almost everyone

1

2

3

4

5

33. Does things efficiently

1

2

3

4

5

34. Remains calm in tense situations

1

2

3

4

5

35. Prefers work that is routine

1

2

3

4

5

36. Is outgoing, sociable

1

2

3

4

5

37. Is sometimes rude to others

1

2

3

4

5

38. Makes plans and follows through with them

1

2

3

4

5

39. Gets nervous easily

1

2

3

4

5

40. Likes to reflect, play with ideas

1

2

3

4

5

41. Has few artistic interests

1

2

3

4

5

42. Likes to cooperate with others

1

2

3

4

5

43. Is easily distracted

1

2

3

4

5

44. Is sophisticated in art, music, or literature

1

2

3

4

5

Perseveres until the task is finished

4

5

5
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APPENDIX L
PRINCIPAL DEMOGRPHIC QUESTIONS
1. What is your gender?
Male
Female
2. What is the highest level of education you have completed?
BA/BS
MA/MS

Specialist
PhD/EdD

3. What is your race?
African American
Caucasian
Asian
Native American Indian
4. What is the highest level of education your mother completed?
Less than high school
High school diploma
Some college
Technical college diploma

BA/BS
MA/MS
Specialist
PhD/EdD

5. What is the highest level of education your father completed?
Less than high school
High school diploma
Some college
Technical college diploma

BA/BS
MA/MS
Specialist
PhD/EdD

6. Do you prefer to use …
an interviewing format that seems more like a conversation
a predetermined set of questions to ask each candidate
If a predetermine set of questions…
Do you ask all of the questions to every candidate?
OR
Do you pick a few off the list to ask each candidate?
Do you answer all of the questions in the exact same order?
Yes
No
7.

Which do you rely on more often when making hiring decisions?
Rubric
Gut
Second person assisting the interviewer

8.

Did you hire your assistant principal?
Yes
No
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APPENDIX M
ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS
1. What is your gender?
mal
female
2. What is the highest level of education you have completed?
BA/BS
MA/MS
Specialist
PhD/EdD
3. In what range is your total household income, including all earners in your household?
$50,000 - $74,999
$75,000 - $99,999
$100,000 - $124,999
$125,000 - $149,999
Over $150,000
4. What is your race?
African American
Caucasian
Asian
Native American Indian
5. What is the highest level of education your mother completed?
Less than high school
High school diploma
Some college
Technical college diploma

BA/BS
MA/MS
Specialist
PhD/EdD

6. What is the highest level of education your father completed?
Less than high school
High school diploma
Some college
Technical college diploma

BA/BS
MA/MS
Specialist
PhD/EdD
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7.

When you were interviewed for your position, what happened? (Check only one)
_____ It seemed more like a conversation
_____ It seemed like the interviewer used a specific set of questions

8. Were you hired by your current principal?
_____ Yes
_____ No
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APPENDIX N
CONSENT FORM TO PARTICIPATE IN LEADERSHIP STUDY
My signature below indicates that I have read the information provided and give my
consent to be a participant in the study titled “Interviewing Practices of Principals and
the Role that Biases May Have on the Hiring Process” to be conducted in spring 2012. I
understand that my signature indicates they I have agreed to participate in this research
project.
I understand the purpose of the research project will be to improve school leadership and
that I will be asked to complete a questionnaire.
The potential benefit of the study is to increase student achievement by improving the
hiring practices of administrators.
I agree to the following conditions with the understanding that I can withdraw from the
study at any time should I choose to discontinue participation.


The identity of participants will be protected. The questionnaire will be given to
Lynda Idleman, Ph.D. and Associates.



Information gathered during the course of the project will become part of the data
analysis and may contribute to published research reports and presentations.



There are no foreseeable inconveniences or risks involved to participants in the
study.



Participation in the study is voluntary and will not affect employment status or
annual evaluations. If I decide to withdraw permission after the study begins, I
will notify the school of my decision.

If further information is needed regarding the research study, I can contact Lisa Redmon,
5654 Brookstone Drive, Acworth, GA 30101, lisa.redmon@cobbk12.org, (cell number 404-353-1053).

Signature _____________________________________________________________
Participant
Date
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